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1) What was the workshop for? 
 
This workshop was the first one of the 5 thematic consultations the FRISK project is planning to host 

during this spring-summer 2014 to prepare and define the business plan proposal, define the role of 

a facility and its modus operandi. 

In preparation of the workshop, the following assumptions were made limit participants in 

defending their vital space / territory: 

- A vertical geographical axis in Europe to ask for representatives of various fire communities: 

That will facilitate a diverse approach based in ecosystems and different fires regimes from 

South to North and vice-versa. That will facilitate exchange instead of competition, what 

normally appears when we use the horizontal axis approach. 

- A new and future generation of leaders: We will look for experts leading an integrative 

approach inside the community 

- Mix participants with different expertise inside our matrix (mitigation, preparedness, 

response, recovery, lessons identified and eventually lessons learned) without looking for 

fixed numbers from each country: This ensures exchange along a horizontal axis. 

- Experts from different levels inside their organization hierarchy, in order to ensure we 

secure two types of approaches: top-down and bottom-up approach. 

- Engage researchers, practitioners and policy makers 

Instead they should try to attempt a common cooperative strategy to be able to clarify the 

disturbance approach from the mitigation and management perspective. 

The main goal of the workshop was to identify if the FRISK-GO project approach, as defined in the 

road map document, finds space inside this risk management community for added value. The main 

driving questions that were used to plan and discuss before the workshop were referring to the 

concepts discussed after the January workshop in Freiburg: are we needed, in what format and with 

which tools? Those clearly refer to the WHY, HOW and WHAT questions: 

WHY 

Is the approach to the wildfire disturbance well set right now, will it lead to the right 

direction? If not, what do you think about moving from currently mainly response to 

mitigation? Is our aim that the same disturbance creates less impact in a future forest 

landscape? 

 

HOW 

How do you visualize the FRISK concept? Do you think it can help you and your work or your 

organization? 

 

WHAT 

What do you think should the products of a European Forest Risk Facility provide? 
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2) What was the plan? 
 
The plan was drafted in the agenda with some key talks and exercise sessions. The key parts of the 

workshop were: 

 

a)  Positioning matrix and session 
 
This was presented to be used as a tool for everybody to present themselves and everybody to see 

where the others have their expertise. Also it was intended to be used to make groups among the 

participants and use those groups to discuss and to ask for their opinions in the different case 

studies that were presented during the two days. The matrix was also a tool to identify if there was 

lack of participants representing the required expertise and vision, or attendees with overlapping 

expertise. 

 

b) Case study 
 
This is a bottom-up approach. Case studies were selected in order to facilitate exchange of opinions, 

discussion and touch reality. With them we intend to see if there is indeed a need for a European 

Forest Risk Facility. If yes, then out of those case studies we can build the arguments for the business 

plan what the Facility should provide and look like. We argue that having ‘real case examples’ 

presented by EFI and workshop participants from different countries and geographic zones will 

provide convincing arguments: (1) in defining the role and added value of a European Forest Risk 

Facility, (2) for supporting the credibility of the business plan and (3) open the door for building 

fruitful relations with organizations/administrations with view towards financial support. 

 

c) Outside network observers 
 
Observers from outside the wildfire network were used as ‘unbiased’ resource persons to observe 

the discussions and express their views towards the options and need of a European Forest Risk 

Facility. They are seen as a valuable resource providing advice or identify tools/mechanisms for 

bringing together strengths from different expertise sectors (create a win/win situation for the 

facility and the risk communities. For the fire workshop we have invited observing experts from 

communication, landscape planning and management, information systems/tool development 

(emphasis on disaster management) and economics.  

The workshop was planned as a three day event with a more open agenda. Normally ‘Risk and 

Operational’ workshops are driven with this ‘open agenda’ approach to arrive to the point where 

participants are in charge of developing ideas and proposals while still ensuring that we as 

organizers steer in the direction we intend to go and get input to our overall project deliverables.  
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3) The workshop 
 
It needs to be kept in mind that this workshop was for us a test case to learn from the participants 

where they see a facility to go and how, not to direct or use the community for our own interest. 

 

a) Plan 
 
Day 1: 

- Why are we here  

- Video and presentation  of FRISK and the importance of case studies 

- Positioning exercise to introduce the participants 

- Grouping 

- Inspiring talk (climate influence in disturbance) 

- Case study presentation and discussion 

- Field trip to wildland-urban interface fire case study: Vallirana 2013 

 

Day 2 

- Facility liaison function discussion 

- Case study presentation and discussion. Introducing the Case Study Repot (CSR) 

- Field trip case study:  Local rural economy (wine, cherry, olive and honey) shaping the 

wildfire regime of a landscape 

- Wine tasting and barbecue as socializing event for informal networking 

 

Day 3 

- Tools to build trust and new partnerships: Presentation of ICGC as possible tool or Liaison 

Unit as case study 

- Discussion on producing so called ‘Case Study Reports (CSR) for real case studies 

- Observers report 

- Final discussion 

 

- )  
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b) Outcomes 
 
There are reasonably useful outcomes, the most important being:  
 

- Shaping the Facility concept 

 

o Why we need to be there? 

In Europe we have existing fire risk networks in a north-south and east-west extension 

spread among a wide geographical gradient. These networks are home to practitioners, 

researchers and are supporting policy makers. A Forest Risk Facility could provide a 

stable and sustainable frame for these initiatives, supporting and empowering the actors 

in the forest fire field. To provide an enabling environment will be the main task for a 

Facility. In doing so it will strengthen the approaches, provide reference and support 

policy development in a sound way. A Facility can broaden the base for decisions by 

including more events, different networks and create diversity for increased resilience. 
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The main and most debated point is to provide speed to the information and to 

complement that information with objectivity, so one can follow exactly which 

community and with which background the support is provided. If FRISK can provide a 

frame to empower the individuals in a more sustainable network, it will be accepted. If 

we can move “meeting by chance” to more regular opportunities, the liaison function 

will be in main parts automatically fulfilled by the network members. If FRISK can tap 

into new resources (like or similar to EoE programme) we would have a real opportunity 

to become a vital and first stop shop platform for this community.  

 
o How it needs to complement and work with existing networks? 

This can be addressed by representing an active node in the networking of a community 

and by providing a gateway in and out of the existing network(s) to and for different 

fields of expertise that can complement. 

If FRISK can provide “reduction of uncertainty” through being a recognized “reference 

point” in supporting fire and land management policy, we will have a clear and tangible 

value for the fire risk community. If FRISK can support the network members with a 

similar set-up like the EU EoE, FRISK would empower and enable. 

To serve the needs, of being a relatively informal, open and trusted platform while at 

the same time having the status and recognition of being accepted as “point of 

reference” contributing and supporting the development and/or changes  relevant 

policies, a European Forest Risk Facility needs a mixed collaborative approach including  

bottom-up and to a certain degree also top-down instruments. To find this balance will 

be a challenge which a facility will need to take up. A facility can serve the fire risk 

community informally by complementing established initiatives like JRC EFFIS (mandated 

to monitor wildfires and collect data), and DG ECHO (mandated with emergency 

response coordination). Context and cooperative synergies could be established with 

the Global Wildland Fire Network (GWFN), which is prioritizing the empowerment and 

responsibility of Regional Networks in terms of capacity building in fire management, 

and developing fire management policies at national and regional levels. The concept of 

“Regional Fire Management Resource Centers” could serve as example for the 

establishment of a mirror in Europe, possibly as a component of FRISK. This would also 

ensure the exchange and utilization of knowledge and expertise from other regions 

globally. Finally, the case of the “Wildfire Node of FRISK”, cooperating with the GWFN, 

could provide and receive benefits from other thematic nodes. 

 
o What the facility needs to look like? 

A facility could represent a node in the network(s), act and portrait FRISK in an informal 

way (controlled chaos). That allows global and local level, practitioner and policymaker 

level of connection. In fact the facility needs to be an “ordinary” node in the network(s) 

facilitating its connecting and communicating task and providing its reports to facilitate 

and build capacity through the community, additionally based on EFI connections and 

networks open access to resources (i.e. EU EoE). This needs to take place in a 
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transparent and inclusive approach, bottom-up. That will build a strong sense of 

ownership and with that a facility will add value to the fire risk community and is seen as 

beneficial. Having access to the grassroots level information, trends and challenges, a 

facility can ensure that all levels in fire risk management, from local to global, meet and 

work in support of each other. 

 

- Values that need to drive the Facility 

 

o Communication and facilitation 

The most important value and service is to break hierarchies and organizational 

limitation and open doors to communicate in the network with freedom, speed and 

reliability. And this means not only within the fire community but also other sectors. This 

was reiterated by all participants including the observers. 

 
o Trust building, Credibility 

Trust is a preconditioned need as is credibility. With regional liaison units, data centers 

or reports to support needs in terms of ecology, effects, impact, extent should be 

provided. This information can make communication convincing through trust, not 

through opinion only. In this sense networks will not necessarily need to rely on 

individuals or organizations, but on facts to make possible information valuable. 

However, to create facts, we need trusting people more than anything else. 

 
o Nodes identification 

Bringing new people into the community and quality rating of members in the network 

are the main preoccupations. So networks should be open universally from grassroots to 

policy, along vertical hierarchies but also horizontally along expertise fields and sectors. 

The way to capture who is who with what expertise may base on new innovative ‘rating 

systems’ which are based on social network approaches. This means that networks can 

sustain themselves and ensure transparent rating. This way we can provide for 

openness, transparency, inclusiveness in both vertical and horizontal direction. 
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4) Implications for FRISK project 
 
As a first workshop the results are good in terms of identifying what the Forest Risk Facility should 

be as expressed by the fire workshop participants: a network facilitator. Its added value will be to 

enable and to empower this network, and especially maintaining it open and trustworthy. 

Another implication is that communication, and especially trust and speed of the information are the 

key values. And here lies the main role for the FRISK iniative to link professional networks to reliable 

data sources and with that to create support to the network needs (e.g. connecting operational 

managers and tool/system/service developers (JRC, DLR etc.). This is a complex goal, but it is clearly 

the goal that is asked for by the community. With that FRISK can develop towards becoming a point 

of reference, supporting science and practitioners in influencing policy for better fire management. 

The last, but maybe also more critical results were: keep it simple and keep it real. To base the 

approach as a case study database is a need to make sure all the efforts have strong roots in forest 

and wildfire practice and we do not get lost in the top-down initiatives. That implies for instance 

hands-on exchanges, sharing openly and honestly, good practice examples, lessons learned in order 

to build credibility and trust. All activities should ensure clear linkages and roots to the practice, 

operations and experience, i.e. reality on the ground. 
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Word cloud built on the discussion resulting from the wildfire workshop    

 

5) Annexes 

 

a) Annex 1 - key discussion elements formulated by participants 
 
“Holistic policy for land management: role for FRISK” -“FRISK to be a messenger, a host, neutral 

honest broker” - “Link to EU EoE for exchange travel budget”- “FRISK help to overcome sectoral 

approaches” - “Provide opportunities: from “meeting by chance” to sustainable opportunities. “(The 

fire community developed often through opportunities and meeting by chance. FRISK to move from 

chances to certainty for exchange opportunities.) - “FRISK to test cases, serve as a lighthouse, 

projects to provide orientation for others” - “Communications as core element” - “Coordinated 

opportunities to develop the forest risk community needs operative budget “(mainly travel budgets 

for exchange , some seed funding for lighthouse projects) - “FRISK to be “decent”: small, flexible, fast, 

adaptive. No bureaucracy. No “attitude” to lead, instead facilitate and serve” - “FRISK to be 

embedded in forest risk community, not a structure on-top or in-between. Also applies to Liaison 

function - This approach will create TRUST” - “Fast tracking of experience through exchange” - 

“Provide re-assurance for decision making, broad support from the  community for decisions and 

policy development.” - “No paper, needs to be “real”, i.e. empower people to DO.” - “Already 
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happening activities: exchange Norway-Scotland, Slovenia-Germany, UK-South Africa.” - “FRISK to 

help to change perceptions, (messenger), within forest risk community and to outside society” - 

“Serve as advisory board, built on expert network” - “Absolute critical is the TRUST and credibility, 

neutrality” - “..... there is a need to carefully think the role of a liaison unit (or better function), ensure 

use existing initiatives” - “FRISK is only a FRAME for an enabling environment, to empower people. It 

has to be embedded in the community”. (how to convince a donor to finance something “flexible”? a 

process? A swarm with no “control?”) - “Take care that the liaison function is not becoming a bottle 

neck, a filter” - “FRISK as a new node and point of entry for the community” - “Open new ways and 

opportunities” - “No new and no more bureaucracy” -“Direct, fast, trust” - “Arrange meetings, 

exchange visits, study tours and trainings”.(needs operative budget) - “Liaison function to speed up 

networks and contacts” -  “Needs to be and act informal” - “Needs to grow from the existing 

networks” - “Accept that controlled chaos and swarm intelligence do work. How to explain this to a 

potential donor? Accept to pay for something that is self-organizing without external “control”? that 

would strengthen the people/experts in the networks, not the organizations” - “Important is 

operative budget “- “Connect different communities” - “Advertise and promote awareness”  - 

“Provide reassurance, reduce uncertainty” - “Provide validation” -“Drive innovation”  - “ensure 

innovation in communication”- “Continuity beyond projects lifetime” - “Fragmented policies, FRISK to 

work towards coherent policy” - “The FRISK concept will only work if the forest risk community 

WANTS to follow, not if FRISK is disturbing the FLOW”  

 

b) Annex 2 - statements received after the workshop 
 

 Horizon 2020 project PHAROS wants to be link with the  FRISK-GO 

 Allert4ALL project wants to be part 

 ICGC Catalonia wants to  cooperate  with FRISK-GO; They have hosted our workshop free of 

charge  

 GFMC has grasped our idea and is now fully supporting the concept and approach for a 

European Forest Risk Facility 

 JRC sees the added value for their work especially in connecting to the operational level and 

suggested that FRISK GO should to get in contact and seek cooperation with DGECHO 

especially as they are also opening towards resilience i.e. mitigation.   

 Many participants accepted the invitation to produce a 2-3 minute video in which they 

express from their perspective the role, added value and possible set-up of a facility from 

their professional perspective. We have produced videos with Johann Goldammer, Matt 

Davies, Ciaran Nugent, Matthew Bushby, Cristina Parraga, Sebastien Lahaye. 
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c) Annex 3 – Frisk-Go minutes by Moderator Prof. M. Köhl 

 
FRISK GO: Workshop Barcelona 7.9.5.2014 

Summary WrapUp  M. Köhl, UHH  1 
 
Wrap-up (Wednesday 7.9.2014) 
 
Carme 
 Carme presented a paper related to climate change and wildfires. She reported a negative trend: 
number of fires and burnt areas go down.  
However, this could lead to the conclusion that the problem of wildfires is more or less  
solved.   
 She presented an analysis showing that climatic factors drive the probability of fires. In  
order to isolate the occurrence of wildfires from climatic effects she separated climatic drivers from 
mitigation activities by statistical measures. The analysis gave evidence that climatic change imposes 
an increased risk for forest fires. Current mitigation activities capture part of this risk. While an 
interpretation of the mere trend of wildfires would reveal no need for action, Carme’s analyses 
identified the urgent need to invest in mitigation activities  
  
Johann 
Johann provided insight into the international perspective, including the existing frameworks under 
the UN family, the discussions on a European legally binding instrument, and international wildfire 
mechanisms. Impacts of forest fires do not only concern forests. Fires have twofold implications:  
risk to forests and risks from forests. The latter include:  

 human health  

 broader landscape  

 carbon emissions   

 emissions from contaminated sites  

 change of local management or utilization patterns by rural communities lead to  
an increase in dead wood biomass; accumulation of fuel wood inside forests increases the 
risk and the severity of fires  

  
Possible pathways for successful mitigation include:   

 improve international cooperation  
o gather communities  
o organize workshops for exchange   

 see fires as a tool  

 nature of fires decides upon fire management  

 importance to get policy makers involved  
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Matthew 
Matthew presented a case study from Northern Ireland and described the reactions after an 
unexpected wildfire event.  There was a decision necessary between (1) no intervention or (2) 
getting prepared by interventions. Several activities were undertaken to implement a mitigation 
strategy:  

 install a wildfire project for the development of strategy  

 conduct simulation studies to identify  fire trails  

 identify management points and priorities (the results showed that the management of 2% 
of study area is sufficient)  

  
Four tasks were assigned to the wildlife group   

 land management  

 emergency response  

 training   

 research  
  
The wildfire group was made up by representatives from different stakeholder groups. Stakeholders 
have specific perceptions of the consequences of wildfires due to different philosophies, different 
approaches, and different priorities. This might result in different activity patterns, which in turn 
may result in conflicts.   
The wildfire group’s joined approach was to connect people and to collect and exchange connect 
(collect – exchange perceptions. The decision process on the optimal strategy was monitored by 
specific tools. Due to the exchange of different perceptions of risks and the resulting management 
implications, the group could come up with a consensus.  
 
 
Wrap-up (Thursday, May 8) 
  
Session on Liaison Unit (moderated by Christoph Hartebrodt)  
  
Objectives of the session:  Identify necessity and structure of a European forest risk facility.  
  
Brainstorming according to 5 guiding questions:  

1. How should a forest risk facility work?  
2. What structure/ organization should be used for a forest risk facility?  
3. Mandate?  
4. Services provided?  
5. Where should it be located?  

  
Summary of the discussions:  
  
Need for a liaison unit:  
 A frequent problem is that liaison on local level is often not optimal. Knowledge is available on the 
local level but there is not enough cooperation on the local level. The following major reasons for 
establishing liaison units were identified:  
  

 to establish local networks.  
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 to bring together expertise from different fields/ thematic topics 

 getting access to information/ experience from outside the country/ region  

 to increase the speed of interaction, esp. across boarders  
  
The liaison unit should be embedded in, facilitate, and add value to existing networks. 
  
Mandate: 

 awareness building  

 capacity building  

 access to and exchange of knowledge and experience, including planning and evaluating, 
e.g. logistics, restoration, by a multi-disciplinary approach  

 establish, maintain, enhance networks by 2 approaches 
o  increase outreach 
o address different stakeholders and interest groups  

 allow access for those in need (non-members of network)  

 provide advice for risk analysis   

 provide advice for actions in order to reduce uncertainty  

 validation of proposals for governments  

 auditing of past incidents  

 collect and make available cases studies of mitigation  
 
  
Structure and Functioning: 
 The liaison function should not be detached from local networks, but has to be embedded in 
existing networks. An important function of LU will be to put networking to a higher level. To do so a 
couple of general principles should be followed:  
  

 participation  

 create opportunities to interact such as personal communication, webinars, internet 
communications,…; means for interaction without need to travel should be provided, but 
there is still a need for personal (physical) meetings  

 the focus should be on human interaction rather than bureaucracy (remark: adopt the 
model of a dating agency)  

 the LU is a facilitator rather than an organizer  

 the LU serves as a honest broker that is independent on any agency or authority  

 networks should complement hierarchical structures of administrations  

 network of excellence should be created  

 the language problem needs to be solved (remember: outside the political and research 
community English is NOT a common language)  

 
 
Location of the LU: 
 A network has no explicit location. So there is no natural  location for a LU. This leads to the 
question, if a liaison function or a liaison unit is needed.  The location can be discussed only after the 
mandate is defined and the financing/funding is secured. There are several alternatives for locating 
the LU:  
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 associated to the risk facility  

 associated to existing bodies  

 new installation  

 contract it out (as it is simply technical)  
  
Approach for setting up a LU: 
 The important liaison functions of awareness building and capacity building can be implemented by 
a bottom-up and a top-down approach (or a mixture of both). For creating awareness a top-down 
approach is more suitable, while for linking different aspects of mitigating disturbances a top down 
preferable.   
The set-up of a LU has to recognize that any network is subject to different hierarchical levels, which 
are not necessarily depending on the hierarchical structures within administrations.  
The LU should be demand driven by people who use best practices. However, due to the multitude 
of legal local regulations and ad hoc stipulations there might be no common perception of what is 
best practice. The Legally Binding Agreement could serve as an umbrella for forest to be managed 
and protected, as signatory parties are obliged to apply best practice. In order to incorporate local 
knowledge and expertise to a maximum extend, trans-disciplinary approached need to be 
implemented.   
  
Presentation of case studies: 
  
Fire fighting 
 Marc presented mitigation activities that include wildfire in forest planning and landscape 
management and gave insight in addressing overarching aspects in planning processes, such as 
biomass or local economy (vineyards and marketing of locally produced agricultural products).  
  
In addition he presented a fire fighting activity that lead to several, non-controllable reasons to a 
disastrous event with fatal casualties.   
  
After incidents there is often a communication problem: the perception of the public on fire fighting 
is characterized by a selective perception of the reality and often results unjustified assignment of 
guilt and und presumed malpractice. When justifying their position, fire fighters are subject to a 
conflict of interest, as they speak for own issue. A LU could serve as an honest or neutral 
communicator and convey an objective point of view.  
  
Some additional aspects related to the communication strategy of a LU were highlighted:  

 Information provided by the LU needs to be target oriented  

 The services of a professional communication are of uttermost importance  

 Questions may be asked, but answers need to be steered to right direction in order to avoid 
political answers without concrete actions.   

 A LU could provide and strengthen the impression to decision makers that there  

 is a wide consensus/ awareness of problems  

 There is a need for demonstration projects, however it need a substantial amount of time to 
implement those  

 Mitigation activities safe money for defeating risks (opportunity cost)  
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d) Annex 4 - individual observation reports sent after the workshop by a large 

number of participants 
 

Steve Gibson, UK 

Dear Alex/Marc, 

 

I would like to begin by thanking you both for inviting me to attend the meeting which I found interesting and 

 very worthwhile, in itself the meeting demonstrated what this group could achieve if it was properly 

organized and better connected. 

 

Observations and comments 

In response to the questions posed in the roadmap document in section 3.2 I would like to make the following 

comments. 

 

‘What motivates us to create a risk facility’- WHY 

From my point of view the need for such a facility is apparent, the wildfire community already exists and has 

been building over a number of years and will continue to grow in the future. It has reached a point where this 

community would benefit from the adoption of a cooperative approach dedicated to the vision of openness 

and social responsibility.  The facility should be the enabler not the leader, committed to increasing the 

interaction between members of the wildfire community and facilitating connection within this group and the 

rest of society.  In particular I think the meeting demonstrated the need for more communication and 

exchange with actors involved in other areas of risk management so that a full understanding of what risk is 

can be understood. 

In my opinion the facility should not be a separate entity but rather the focal point of the group and its 

activities! 

 

Network and facility and how to build it. 

I believe that the network already exists as a ‘community’ and this is and will remain self perpetuating, the 

adoption of a cooperative approach based on a vision of mutual benefit, assistance and inclusion will 

encourage membership and distinguish this group from other forest groups which are often driven by self 

interest and disconnected from other actors. 

 

Importantly I also think that it will be counterproductive if the group becomes too structured or that a 

leadership culture is introduced.  

 

I fully support the concept and feel that in relation to wildfire a forest risk facility would bring great benefit to 

risk management and wildfire understanding in the future. 

 

I think the meeting was very productive, well organised and will stimulate a great deal of thought 

 

Regards and best wishes 

Steve. 

UK Wildfire Lead Officer 
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Pierre Mace, France 

Alexander, Inazio, 

Thank  you for the organization in Barcelona, 

As I said during the workshop on my point view: We have to analyze the added value of risk facility, it 

could be exchange and reference on forest risk  

In order to reach this goal :  

It’s important to have a global approach on risk and link between the different risks, improve the link 

between praticians and research. It must be simple, not expensive and not institutional; it must work 

with institutions already in presence. 

For the beginning it could be a website which reference experiences, and meeting (annualy) 

Bests regards 

Pierre Macé  

Aquitaine Forest Risk Manager 

 

Ole Hermansen, Denmark 

 

Hi Alex 

Thanks for a really interesting FRISK-GO workshop about wildfire 7-9 May 2014 in Barcelona. 

After have been reflective on the 3 days, it has been beyond all expectations.  

I found it very interesting to be taught by experience, seen from a forest side. 

In Denmark our approach to forest fire in general are at a very low level, and actually we are the only 

fire and rescue service in Denmark that has a close attention to the subject, because we have two big 

forests, historic buildings, and a lot of farm land. 

Our firefighters and team leaders have been trained in wildland fire by instructors from UK, and our 

incident commanders has been trained in UK, Spain, France and the Netherlands. 

This workshop was a real eye opener, because I suddenly saw wildland fire from another perspective 

or angel, the forest angle. 

In fire and rescue service we have a lot of experience in making risk management with industrial 

companies, but have never been thinking about making it with the forest managers. 
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To see how we can benefit from each other by making forest risk management planning, to see all the 

recommendations from forest specialists, and already implemented plans was fantastic. 

I have decided to make a Danish pilot project with our local foresters in the light of this GO-FRISK 

workshop quotation. According to this approach, I will use some of the specialists’ advices, and 

hopefully the Danish foresters can be a part of this new network, so we can bring Denmark to a higher 

wildland fire level. 

If needed, is it possible to invite some from your organisation to teach the Danish foresters in best 

practice. Help them, and especially to convince them about this new way of protecting the forest 

without always using big machinery. 

Best regards 

Ole Hermansen 
Deputy Fire Chief 
------------------------------------------------- 
Frederikssund-Halsnæs 
Brand- & Redningsberedskab 
------------------------------------------------- 
Løgismose 3 | DK-3600 Frederikssund 
Tel +45 4735 1950 | Mob +45 2498 6652 
fh-brand.dk | beredskab@frederikssund.dk 
CVR 31 81 57 38 | EAN 57 98 00 80 58 158 

 

 

Ciaran Nugent, Ireland 

Dear Alex/Marc, 

I have been going through my notes and photos from the past few days. We covered a lot of ground. I 

am very grateful for the opportunity to attend and this experience has stimulated my own thoughts in 

many different areas beyond fire. 

Why create a risk facility? 

We need to fill in the gaps that exist between existing systems, agencies and structures. Often 

participation in formal international structures is limited to high level personnel not working directly 

in the field.  I felt that perceptions at the workshop were first hand, the people present had firsthand 

experience. The existing network already performs this function and any risk facility should aim to 

reflect this. 

A new risk facility should be cooperative and participatory, not hierarchical and exclusive.  

At the same time there is a potential conflict between attempting to avoid hierarchical models where 

leadership is imposed and in using cooperative, models where guidance and cooperation is facilitated. 

There is a risk of ‘woolly’ decision making and dissolute leadership. A balance must be found that 

encourages the participatory model and its benefits, and minimises the drawbacks of hierarchy. At the 

same time a degree of leadership is still required, facilitation alone may not be enough to carry the 

network. We need to find this balance. 

 

mailto:beredskab@frederikssund.dk
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Given the rapid pace of environmental and social change likely under accepted climate change 

scenarios, new and dynamic models of cooperation may be required to keep pace with these changes. 

The risk facility must be able to perform dynamic risk assessment at different scales. Where forest 

management is concerned, everything is moving, the system must be able to take account of this. 

From my own brief experience, the existing network appears to possess some of this dynamism.  

How to build the network 

The network already exists, this was apparent during the workshop. I was impressed with how 

newcomers like Ireland were readily accepted and assimilated into the network, despite our small 

scale and level of experience. The types of people involved in the network are natural ‘networkers’. 

The question is how to make the network more resilient, efficient and durable.  

A key task for the network will be building and improving links to general society, and key sectors 

within society. The network can be the conduit of opinion and public perceptions into the system. The 

broader the network, the broader the range of opinions will be, and these can be focussed onto risk 

concerns for different areas. 

I agree with Steve Gibson regarding the cooperative approach, and I think this will be attractive to the 

right people. A key issue is trust, and in the current climate, cooperative networks may be deemed 

more trustworthy by the public and other users of information, and will be more resilient in terms of 

participants.  

In forestry we encourage forest owners to work in cooperatives all the time. Maybe it is time we took 

our own advice ourselves. 

Many thanks again for the opportunity to participate and meet the other members of the group. 

Best regards 

Ciaran 

 

 

Capitaine Sébastien LAHAYE, France 

Hi everybody, 

Thank’s a lot again for this excellent workshop. Everything was perfect and it’s a great demonstration 
of what could be and should be the FRISK. 

RISK FACILITY WHY? 

The workshop made sense to the fact that working in a network will widely speed up the process to 
answer problems and find solutions. To my perpective, 2 things were specifically interesting: 

 To cross experiences from the “northern” europe with “southern” europe  
 To get the point of view of people very differently involved in the public society (architect, 

communication specialists, technology developers)  
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So I assume that the FRISK facility will be the opportunity to sustain this network. 

HOW ? 

I totally agree that the network principle is the efficient one, rather than any hierarchical rigid system. 

So FRISK may be the way to support the network, to be sure it is remaining efficient, assessing for 
example if it’s open enough (in order not to extinguish by itself). 

As I totally support the idea that regular face to face meeting are necessary, I would like to propose 
you to have next workshop in France (Provence). I can even propose some ideas of case study 
(“virtual reality as a way to fasten experience share”, ....). Just let me know your position about that 
and, depending on FRISK facility process, when to organise (end of 2014? 2015?). 

Best regards. 

Capitaine Sébastien LAHAYE 

Chef du Centre de Secours de Lambesc - 
Service Départemental d'Incendie et de Secours des 
Bouches-du-Rhône (SDIS 13) 
Doctorant EPHE. 
FRANCE 
 

 

Alejandro Garcia, Daniel Garcia Marco and Luis Berbiela, Spain ( shared opinion on Wildfire Frisk 

Workshop) 

Rarely people so brilliant meet together to work on something , congratulations ! 

Frisk idea and need: the idea of creating a network for the interconnection of qualified users and 

practicioners in real time even in emergencies professionals, excites me . Current technology allows it, 

also the increased risk in the forest environment advises this approach and that, I understand, is what 

motivates this project inside CE . True, I always thought something like this facility concept was 

particularly needed at the national and supranational level, but times changed and it's time to expand 

goals to a continental level: 

 More interconnections = more lessons learned = more resilience for the disturbance and foresters 

community 

We also believe that this network should be made by professionals regardless of their employment 

status and affiliations of the organization to which they belong , without equitable sharing among 

agencies and governments, (though of course whereas you have expert knowledge of the different 

territories), but the sum of knowledge, skills and attitudes to the provision and timely availability has 

to be the key. 
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Once agreed its creation, its design will be important: the required profiles, the clear definition of 

objectives, the methodology for different situations (on the language did not seem to be discussion as 

can only be done in English). 

Mitigation of the problem / emergency response , solution strategies / reactions containment . As 

we see it, all are needed since the problems are already here. Every event is an opportunity to evolve 

through mitigation, but still response is needed. It’s always true that the urgent response and 

recovery actions can’t distract us from what is important (mitigation), but the urgency can not be 

neglected. If mitigation of identified risks must be the primary objective, the optimized answer the 

the actual inevitable manifestation of the waste must also be addressed. 

As example, on Holy Thursday it was in Gata (Extremadura, Spain) a wildfire that in any other area 

would have been just a few acres of pine forest, but as this threatened to enter Salamanca (Castilla 

Leon, Spain), each fire service acted by without any coordination, with technical fire poorly planned 

and without measures for minimum safety. Luckily the only final damage were 150 ha of pine forest 

burned in two discrete spots and a momentaneous unsafe entrapment for two brigades. The 

communications were inconsistent despite the millions have been spent in (apparently fantastic , but 

incompatible with those of other agencies or internal CCAA). This scenario is also a Frisk monitoring 

scenarios. To follow what’s going on and have a neutral opinion. 

Conclusion: Frisk is needed as a network facilitator. Mitigation has to be the main focus, driving also 

how we respond now and ensuring also needs for monitoring what’s goin on right now. This 

monitoring will also be the attraction for people to the network. Think about it. 

 

Matthew Bushby | Countryside Services Manager | Mourne Heritage Trust 

Marc, sorry for the delay. I agree with what others have already said. 
 
Also:  
 
Why 
As a novice in this discipline I found it really useful to network and draw on other peoples experience 
and gain support. 
To be able to develop the project in the Mourns (which is a pilot for the rest of Northern Ireland), we 
need to quickly develop our knowledge and expertise and demonstrate that this is coming from a 
wider international community of experts/practitioners – and to input this back to decision makers in 
NI.  
 
How 
The informal network arrangement is very effective and generates a shared dynamism and breaks 
down perceptions of status and allows a more free exchange; I was impressed by how well it worked. 
Unfortunately, I didn’t get to speak to everyone, but the broad knowledge and skill mix was 
important. Maybe because at the moment it’s small and the organisers have ‘selected’ like minded 
people it is naturally like that, but it needs to be open and encourage more participants, so it’ll need 
some administration and funding, but only to facilitate the openness and exchange. 
 
It’s critical that we develop examples (everyone is in different ways developing best practice), and 
that these need to be well documented and monitored. A select number could be pursued as 
‘international’ projects? 
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I think face to face meetings are essential to keep it going, and site visits – very keen to take up 
Sebastien’s offer! 
I think though the main factor in how successful this will be is how the network adds real value to 
everyone’s situation. If the network fails to do this, people will drift away. So the focus should be 
more about ensuring that issues are identified and solutions are explored. It needs to be a quick 
system, so it can’t be too unwieldy. I think it will be self-perpetuating if it continues to add real value. 
I think Daniel’s point about local stakeholders is very important and examples such as the vineyards 
project we visited etc. gave real examples for us to evidence back to our own situation. 

 
Thank you for an original idea, the support and a great workshop – and the good weather and good 
company too! Sorry I had to catch the plane and missed the last session. 
 
All the best 
Matthew 

 

e) Annex 4 - workshop participants 
 

First Name Last Name Country 

Louis Berbiela Spain 

Steve Gibson UK 

Gerard Grau France 

Daniel                            Garcia Marco Spain / Italy 

Johann  Goldammer Germany 

Pier Mace France 

Sebastien  Layahe France 

Ole  Hermansen Denmark 

Matthew Bushby UK N-Ireland 

Ciaran Nugent Ireland 

Miriam Pique Spain 

Carles Caparrós Spain 

Nuria Iglesias Spain 

Alejandro Hernandez Spain 

Eduard Plana Spain 

Javier Retana Spain 

Marta Miralles Spain 

Frank Krumm Germany EFI 

Daniel Kraus Germany EFI 

Alex Held Germany EFI 

Andi Schuck EFI 

Marc Castellnou EFI 

Jesus S Miguel JRC 

Inazio Martinez EFI 

Matt  Davies  USA//Scotland 

Paulo Pereira Lituania 
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Cristina Parraga DLR, Germany 
Duncan Martin World Economic Forum 

UK 

David Sanchez Spain 

Harald Mauser EFI 

Verena Quadt EFI 

Michael  Koehl Moderator 

Christoph Hartebrodt FVA Germany 

Irina  Shepelyova Russia 

Pepa Moran Spain 

Anna Zahonero Spain 
 

 

 


