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Europe 
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Attendees 
As requested by the coordinators, the organisation team could get in touch with more than 25 
experts from all over Europe combining experience from field, laboratories and administration. 17 
gave (#1 to #17) a positive answer, but 2 of them could not join due to the date but wish to remain 
informed of the project development. The additional attendees are part of the coordination team. 
 

 Name email Country Organisation Participa
tion 

1 Hervé Jactel herve.jactel(at)inra.fr  France Scientist  INRA Present 

2 Christophe Orazio christophe.orazio(at)efi.int  France EFI Present 

3 Jean-Luc Flot jean-luc.flot(at)agriculture.gouv.fr  France Forest health Depart Present 

4 Manuela Branco mrbranco(at)isa.utl.pt  Portugal Scientist  ISA Present 

5 Wojciech Grodzki   W.Grodzki(at)ibles.waw.pl Pologne Scientist Present 

6 Sarah Green sarah.green(at)forestry.gsi.gov.uk UK Scientist  FR Present 

7 Martin Schroeder martin.schroeder(at)slu.se  Sweden Scientist SLU Present 

8 Sigrid Netherer sigrid.netherer(at)boku.ac.at  Austria Scientist  BOKU Present 

9 Mr Leopold Poljaković-
Pajnik 

leopoldpp(at)uns.ac.rs  Serbia Scientist Present 

10 Jarkko Hantula jarkko.hantula(at)metla.fi  Finland Scientist METLA Present 

11 Dominique Piou piou(at)pierroton.inra.fr France Scientist  DSF INRA Present 

12 Yvonne Chtioui Yvonne.Chtioui(at)Forst.bwl.de Germany Forester BWL Present 

13 Margot Régolini margot.regolini(at)efi.int  France EFI Present 

14 Pascale Mathes Pascale.Mathes(at)ec.europa.eu  Europe Forester DG Sanco Excused 

15 Petr Dolezal dolezal(at)entu.cas.cz  Check 
Republic 

Inst.  Entomology Present 

16 Vasilii Tuzov tretyakova.evguenya(at)gmail.com  Russia Forester Present 

17 Miroslav Svoboda svobodam(at)fld.czu.cz  Cheque 
Republic 

Forester CZU Excused 

18 Jean-Michel Carnus carnus(at)pierroton.inra.fr  France INRA Present 

19 Alexander Held alexander.held(at)efi.int  Germany forester Present 

20 Andreas Schuck andreas.shcuk(at)efi.int  germany forester Present 

21 Mikael Kölh michael.koehl(at)uni-hamburg.de germany Scientist Present 

22 Guy Landman guy.landmann(at)gip-ecofor.org  France GIP-ECOFOR Present 

23 Christoph Göckel Christoph.Goeckel(at)rpf.bwl.de  Germany Forester BWL Present 

24 Christoph Hartbrodt Christoph.Hartebrodt(at)forst.bwl.de Germany Forester BWL Present 

25 Marc Castellnou   Germany/Spai
n 

EFI Present 

26 Christelle Rambour christelle.rambour(at)efi.int  Germany EFI Present 

 

Agenda and presentations 

Opening 

Christophe Orazio welcomed the attendees in the “famous” city of Arcachon; he reminded the 
agenda of the day and practical information. He also thanked Hervé Jactel and Margot Régolini who 
contributed actively to the event preparation. 

Introduction to the vision of a European Forest Risk Facility 

Andreas Shuck reminded that many studies on different risks concluded to similar recommendations 
for risk management in forest and that this issue is pointed by new European policies related to 
forest; he also reminded the various step considered to reach this goal and the specific work 
achieved in the scoping study before the FRISK-GO project. An important keyword from the first 
stage is collaborative work. 

The FRISK-GO project 
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Alexander Held reminded the various actions planned in the frame of the FRISK-GO project. The 
project funded by the Federal Government of Germany will last one and half year. The Arcachon 
event is the second workshop of 6 (one for each risk and on for synthesis). The main deliverable of 
the project will be a business plan presenting the structure and funding scheme of the risk facility. 

Positioning exercise 

Alexander Held and Marc Castellnou 
coordinated a positioning exercise where all 
participants were asked to paste a Post-It 
showing their main skill and mission (“what are 
you paid for?”). This exercise provided an 
overview of the representativeness of the 
audience. On this basis, all participants briefly 
explained the role of their organisation and 
their own role showing a large range of skills: 
administrations, scientists; managers, 
management advisors, monitoring, alert, 
control…  

As a conclusion, we could see that most of the 
skills listed in the following matrix were 

covered, although the matrix showed that the majority of participants come from a scientific 
background. The practitioner level was not over-represented, but a number of attendees could 
cover that field of operational practice. 

 

Plenary session 

The most demanding task of the workshop was to fill the table provided in Annex 2. This table lists in 
column all the potential activities that may be implemented by a risk facility just considering forest 
biotic risk management needs (without any consideration to the organisational or financial aspects). 
Three types of biotic risk were considered: Native and Permanent pests & diseases, Native Emerging 
Problems, and Alien invaders. Considering existing bodies in Europe and the specificity of the biotic 
issue in forest, the audience first had to assess whether a specific activity was relevant and needed, 
and, when needed, to refine the activity description to match with their needs. The next column was 
used to highlight the added value that would provide a European risk facility. Attendees were then 
asked to give concrete task that the Facility should realise to achieve each task. The attendees had 
also to document if they consider that an activity is more relevant for:  

 A liaison function: national contacts building a network connected to the Facility, and able to 
handle local languages; 

 A communication and policy function: a group in charge of tailoring communication for 
specific target groups including policy makers 

 An analysis and tools development function: a group focused on data analyse and 
scientific/technical activities to provide background information at EUROPEAN level relevant 
for risk management. 

Once all the potential tasks of the facility were listed a vote was organised, asking to all the 
attendees to give priorities to the different types of actions (results in annexe 3).  This exercise 
helped to rank the potential activities screened even if it comprised:  
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“networking” activities were considered as the most important ones; looking more in details, it is 
the mapping of existing organisations initiatives and groups related to forest risk that scores more 
(basically a database with up-to-date expertise from a permanent monitoring of publications) 
followed by the exchange experiences and knowledge, providing feedback on further needs for 
information and know-how based on workshops and exchange programmes. 

The “understanding” set of actions is considered as the second important group of tasks for biotic 
risks with the key activity of gathering most reliable sources of data and analyses on risk occurrences 
and damages and encouraging the collection of up-to-date information on important forest 
disturbances, related risks and damages. This set of activities includes detecting emerging sanitary 
problems, promoting risk assessment developing generic models of risk prediction, predicting spread 
and pathways, supporting monitoring tools in Europe and providing guidance and advices in 
integrated pest management in Europe based on expert knowledge and scientific facts. 

The capacity building and information & communication activities were ranked as very important 
by some of the attendees. In the information activities, “Develop suitable format reporting on 
current trends (absence of any report), collaboration with e.g. JRC and/or other relevant 
actors/organisations (EPPO, etc..)” is the preferred activity. In the capacity building, it is more the 
educational activities that are well ranked, acknowledging the fact that manager and other decision 
making person in the forest sector are not trained enough to biotic risk management. 

The supporting activities got a heterogeneous ranking with a small advantage for the activity 
consisting in “Offering a "place" where scientists can meet to carry out joint evaluations” (data and 
models from various sources). 

The strategic planning activities ended with the lower score as nobody attributed a high priority. 
This might be due to the fact that the attendees considered this was not the role of an European 
facility but the role of local authorities. 

This ranking gives an overview of the thinking of the attendees, but has to be considered with 
caution: feasibility and priority overlapped (too ambitious actions were considered as unrealistic by 
some of the attendees and ranked with a low level) and it is not the result of a large consultation 
over the biotic risk community. 

Liaison Functions of a Facility (Networking) 

The Liaison function session lead by Christophe Hartebrodt was the same in all workshops. From this 
exercise, he tried to capture the activities that would be more specifically dedicated to a network of 
national correspondents bodies in each European countries involved in the facility (networking 
activities ie; liaison function). As a result, collecting comments from all the attendees, he could 
collect the following list of comments. 
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Products Services 
Organization-Affiliation-

Processes 
Name - Vision-Mission Primary Functions 

Binational case related cross boundary 
workshops 

Make calls for WS and other services Funding for networking Liaison to level of practitioners Organize Cooperation 

List of correspondent for specific questions/ 
monitoring 

Exchange students from forestry-
schools 

Institution offers part-time jobs trust in institutions 
 

Provision of data that fit in commonly used 
information (data bases) N/R -> FRISK 

Organisation of exchange between 
Experts (Internship, Job Shadowing) 

Institution as host FRISK its 
funding 

Agreements with Fire-
Community: 

Agreements with Fire-
Community: 

Agreements with Fire-Community: 
Facilitation of access to national data 

for (joint-) research activities 
Centralized unit coordinating/ 

subunit FRISK 
No Competition to existing 

networks/ structures 
Link Liaison to FRISK 

Virtual meetings in local languages 
Information of neighbouring countries 

in case of cross boarder-
disturbances 

Support local contact persons 
Off the records approach, easy 

communication, no hierarchies, no 
bureaucracy 

Awareness raising 

Provision, documentation, Validation of case 
studies and best practice solutions 

Non Profit, not commercial, profit 
check!!!! 

Liaison is adaptive Open access policy 
Link between local internal 

networks 

Establishment and maintenance of 
demonstration objects/ plots 

Agreements with Fire-Community: 
Agreements with Fire-

Community: 

No additional bottleneck that 
prevents the use of informal 

information channels 

Accelerator for knowledge 
exchange and access to 

external experts 

Local/ national expert Database / phone book Awareness raising campaigns 
Basic rule: Liaison is officially 

part of FRISK 

Institutional arrangements are 
better than individuals for reasons 

of continuity 

External communication. 
Interface Experts-Society 

Rating system for experts 
Translation of information into local 

language 
New institution, if needed Promote human interaction 

Link to external networks and 
stakeholder groups. Honest 

broker 

Organisations of Job shadowing offers in their 
own region 

Validation. Provision and Validation 
of best practice solutions // Validation 

from external  
perspective 

Overtaking the function means 
need for/ supply with resources  

Continuity Institutionalisation 
overcoming networking by 

chance 

Rating system for best practice solutions 

Technical/ organisational support for 
existing networks (Dating-/ event-

agency, Organisation of local 
meetings, Development of training 

offers) 

Umbrella for existing and new 
initiatives  

Development of new 
structures (portal functions for 

externals) 

 
Adaptation of existing information, 

tools and strategies to local situation 

Affiliation to an existing (nat., 
reg., loc.) structure/institution. 

Best solution 
 

Access-Point for potential 
Users/ First Stop Shop in case 

of natural disturbance 

 
Advice, supervision for e.g. risk 

assessment 

Provide complementary 
synergistic system to existing 

structures and institutions 
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Open discussion and conclusions 

The open discussion following the whole session confirmed that there is a strong interest for having 
a European risk facility from the point of view of the biotic risk community. 

At the moment the most organised cooperation is related to quarantine organisms that are 
associated to a wide range of measures that are defined by European regulations: monitoring, trade 
regulation, control,… EPPO is a key player in the definition of major threats and quarantine organism 
definitions having a scope much broader than the Mediterranean area. 

Since the ICP Forests monitoring programme is not any more funded by the EC since 2006 this 
European-wide harmonised monitoring tool progressively loses its completeness. 

The major concern about the attendees was about the organisation of the Facility: how they can be 
involved, how they can contribute, where and when the decisions are taken for each type of 
activities (networking, studies, communication & policy). The message that it will be a networking 
organisation was clearly understood, but no clear proposal could be defined at that stage about how 
to run it.  

The funding of the Facility was the second concern for the attendees who found the to-do list very 
ambitious and used to have couple of European tools funded in the past. 

Meeting summary and potential improvement for next 
meetings 

What was planned? 

The event was organised around three main sessions: 

 an introductory session was designed to recall the main concept of the facility and a better 
knowledge of the attendance 

 a plenary session where all the potential activities (listed in a matrix sent to the attendees 
two weeks before the event – based on scoping study outcomes), their added value and 
implementation were discussed. Each potential action of the facility was supposed to be 
associated to a function/type of activity. This session was supposed to end with a round of 
discussions to set the priorities on all the actions listed; in addition, 

 a session dedicated to all the functions/type of services of the facility was planned at the 
end of the workshop,. 

What happened? 

Most of the sessions followed the planned agenda. The plenary required more than 6 hours to 
assess all the potential actions. Filling in the priority column of the matrix did not take place as an 
open discussion as planned, but was turn into a vote.  

The last session dedicated to the organisation of the various functions into the facility (involvement 
of organisations, governance, share of responsibility,...) focused only on the networking/liaison 
function, not giving the opportunity to talk about other functions : communication /policy 
information ; analyses and studies. Audience get a bit confused having the feeling to discuss things 
already discussed, and not understanding the difference between the liaison function and the risk 
facility. Important issues about funding strategy and potential involvements of existing bodies in 
charge of biotic risks could not be answered clearly. 

Why did it happen? 
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The vote for priorities was a suggested by M. Kohl, considering that it will be difficult to get a 
consensus on the priorities for each activity. The vote procedure headlines by headlines went well. 
The session on liaison function was not well coordinated enough with the plenary session, and 
focused on networking activities but without a clear definition to link with the plenary session, 
generating confusion; the initial names of this session proposed by the local organiser was: liaison 
function, communication and policy functions, and analyses/studies function. On request of the 
EFICENT coordination team, the title on this session has been turn into “Core functions of a Facility”. 
Seemingly, the moderator of this session was not prepared for this change and focused only on the 
liaison/networking function, and could not link with the other type of activities defined during the 
plenary session.  

What can we learn / do better / do different next time? 

Coordinate better speakers and local organisers. 

It is important to consider the skills and capacities from the attendees, and to take advantage of 
their presence to see what could be they role in the facility. 

Implications for the project: 

This workshop brought clear results about the relevance of the activities that could be implemented 
by the facility, the way to implement them and the priorities for biotic risks. The audience was 
interested, motivated and wish to keep informed about further developments. Expectation about 
the functioning of the facilities and potential role of the partners will have to be answered clearly in 
the next steps. 
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Appendices 
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1 -Agenda of the day 
FRISK-GO WORKSHOP 

Disturbance: Biotic Damages 
Arcachon, France, 2-3 June 2014 

Casino Arcachon: 163 Boulevard de la Plage, 33120 Arcachon, France 

Monday  

14h00 – 

18h00 
 

 14h00 - 14h15 Welcome (C. Orazio) 

 

 14h15-14h30 Introduction to the vision of a European Forest Risk Facility 
(A. Schuck and C. Orazio) 

 

 14h30 - 14h40 The FRISK-GO project (A. Held; M. Castellnou) 

 
 14h40 - 14h50 Questions 

 

 14h50 - 15h00 Introduction of the Position mapping experience (A. Held; 

M. Castellnou) 
 

15h00 - 15h30 coffee break (with position mapping exercise where each participant 
display his background and organisation activities) 
 

 15h30 - 16h00 Position mapping exercise wrap-up (A. Held; M. Castellnou) 

 
 16h00 - 18h00 Plenary session (M. Köhl; C. Orazio) 

 

During this session a matrix (send on 23th of May) will be displayed on the screen 
showing: 

 in rows list potential actions regrouped by sections as in the scoping study 

draft (non exhaustive list) 
 in column the following choices 

1. Relevance 
2. Added value of the facility 

3. Means and method to achieve this actions  

4. Facility function associated 
5. Needs for a multirisks approach 

6. Priority (extreme, high, normal) 
 For each cell of the matrix, we will not consider a specific pest or agent, but 

three types of agents: 

1. native permanent pests 
2. native emerging problems 

3. aliens 
 

o 16h00 - 16h30 Introduction of the matrix and background material (C. 
Orazio) 

 

o 16h30 - 17h15 Filling of the section 2 of the matrix: UNDERSTANDING 
(C. Orazio) 

 
o 17h15 - 18h00 Filling of the section 1 of the matrix: NETWORKING (M. 

Köhl) 

 
20h00 dinner 

Tuesday, 3 June 2014  
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8h30 – 

12h30 
 

 8h30 - 12h30 Plenary session (part 2) 
o 8h30 - 9h30 Filling of the section 3 of the matrix : STRATEGIC PLANING 

(C. Orazio) 

 
o 9h30 - 10h00 Filling of the section 5 of the matrix : CAPACITY BUILDING 

(M. Köhl) 
 

10h00 - 10h30 coffee break 
 
o 10h30 - 12h00 Filling of the section 4 of the matrix : SUPPORTING (C. 

Orazio) 
 

o 12h00 - 12h30 Filling of priority column (M. Köhl) 

 

12h30 – 
14h00 

Lunch 

14h00 – 

16h30 

 

 

 14h00 – 14h30 Wrap up of the matrix exercise (M. Köhl, C. Orazio) 
 

 14h30 - 15h30 Core Functions of a Facility (C. Hartebrodt)  

 

 15h30 - 16h15 Open Discussion  

 
 16h15 - 16h30 Wrap-up and conclusion (M. Köhl, C. Hartebrodt, C. Orazio) 

 
Material distributed and sent to attendees two weeks before the event:  

 Tentative agenda 
 Matrix with priorities 
 Scoping study draft chapter :  
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2 – Risk facility action description and added value as approved during the meeting 

Codes 

 

Native and Permanent 
pests and diseases NPPD 

  
Facility functions: 

Communicati
on and Policy CP 

 

Native Emerging 
Problems NEP 

   

Liaison and 
networking LN 

 
Alien invadors AI 

   

Analyses and 
tools 
developpem
ent AT 

          

        

   

Relevan
ce 

Added value of the risk faclity Means and method to achieve this action 
Facility 

function 
associated 

Needs for a 
multirisks 
approach 

   
  

   
  

1-NETWORKING Activities             

   
  

   
  

Develop a Cross-sectoral 
platform 

Mapping existing 
organisations, initiatives 

and groups related to 
forest risks 

NPPD YES To get the contacts-to improve 
easier access to these contacts-to 
complements the list with people 

expert knowledge- 

Experts and organisations database. Guided 
litterature,websearch ... survey of scientific 
and pratical knowledge extended beyond 

european borders. 

LN, CP and 
AT 

YES NEP YES 

AI YES 

Exchanging experiences 
and knowledge, providing 

feedback on further 
needs for information and 

know-how 

NPPD YES The opportunity of information and 
transboundary exchange between 
practitionners and scientists-Link 

between practitionners )- 
establishment of personal contacts 

Workshops for practitionners (focus on 
common interests, case studies). Should 
provide interpreters and facilitaters. To 

initiate exchange programs and projects. To 
link the experts. LN  

Depending 
on the 

situation 

NEP YES 

AI YES 

Supporting regions, 
countries and 

organisations in designing 
their contingency plans 

NPPD   Exchanges between policy-makers, 
practitionners, and scientists on 

best practices, lessons learnt. 
Facilitate access to existing 

contingency plans. To propose new 
ideas and methods. 

Workshops (focus on common interests, 
case studies). Should provide interpreters 

and facilitaters. To initiate exchange 
programs and projects. To link the experts. LN, CP and 

AT YES 

NEP   

AI YES 

Supporting multi-
stakeholders dialog.   

NPPD YES 
Transnational exchanges. Collecting 

stakeholders needs. Initiate the 
dialog 

Webforum, conferences, facilitation. 
Surveys (starting point at least) CP, LN YES 

NEP YES 

AI YES 

  

Supporting the science-
policy practitionners 
exchanges NPP, NEP, AI   

Transnational exchanges. Collecting 
stakeholders needs. Initiate the 
dialog 

Webforum, conferences, facilitation. 
Surveys (starting point at least) CP,LN 

YES 
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2-UNDERSTANDING Activities             

   
  

   
  

Gathering most reliable 
sources of data and 

analyses on risk occurrences 
and damages and 

encouraging the collection 
of up-to-date information 

on important forest 
disturbances, related risks 

and damages. 

Scientific reporting at the 
european level on current 

trends (not done 
elsewhere) 

NPPD YES-  

on  long-time series (needs for 
trends to better understand). 
Stimulation at european and 
national level- to reveal the 
importance of specific agents 

No harmonization per se but much more 
interface- core team gathering and 
analyzing all existing data from national 
sources - more in depth reporting using 
statistic tools than existing- obstacles: 
willingness of countries to contribute and 
the consistency of the system of data AT and CP 

To link 
with other 
hazards- 
Trends 
compariso
n between 
hazards-To 
report 
multirisks 
events 
when 
relevant 

NEP YES-  on  long-time series  
  

  

AI YES-  

on  long-time series / and spatial 
data (spreading, gateways for 
entrance)       

Detecting emerging 
sanitary problems 

(invasions, spread of 
native pests and 

pathogens) 

NPPD YES  

More rapid understanding on what 
is happening at the european level- 

geographic mapping of pests-
monitoring even if organisms are 
not anymore in quarantine pests 
list and independently of national 

issues 

Tool: shared GIS system (on line). Relying 
on a network on specialists -(ex: through 
COSTs actions)-Gathering existing data- 
Providing new methods for detection 

AT -LN-CP 
Less 
relevant 

NEP YES 
 

  

AI 

YES for 
spread 
monitori
ng 
(detecti
on is 
done by 
EPPO)     

Promote risk assessment :  
developing generic 

models of risk prediction 
(Pest risk analysis already 

done by EPPO: alien 
invadors, and mainly 

focused on hazard and 
impact but don't take into 

account vulnerability) 

NPPD 

YES- but 
mainly 
on 
vulnera
bility 

To  consider vulnerability from 
science results (ex: consequences 
of forest management in generic 

approaches)-Alert tools from 
modeling-generic models linking 

forestry practices to risks 
magnitudes 

To analyze scientific review-to initiate new 
research projects AT 

YES 
(causalities 
and 
consequen
ces)-
generic 
models 
linking 
forestry 
practices 
to risks 
magnitude
s 

NEP   
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AI         

To predict risks 

NPPD 

No-too 
ambitio
us 

   
  

NEP YES 
To predict the evolution of the 
spread 

Using network on alerts (cf previous 
actions) AT-LN-CP No 

AI 

No-too 
ambitio
us 

   
  

Provide guidance and 
advise in integrated pest 
and disease management 
in Europe based on expert 
knowledge and scientific 

facts 

NPPD YES 

Needs for support on all large-scale 
issues and share of best practices in 

Europe 

Sharing workshops on specific agents or 
mitigation methods- Network of 

correspondants - webforum,experts 
database- Exchange (reactive) 

LN and AT   

NEP YES 
 

  

AI YES     

Supporting and improving 
monitoring schemes in 

Europe         

NPPD YES 

To provide ideas about methods 
Collecting and sharing best practices from 
network- Theoritical validation of methods 

LN and AT YES- 

NEP   
 

  

AI       

   
  

   
  

Offering a "place" where 
scientists can meet to carry 
out joint evaluations (data 
and models from various 

sources) 

Sharing experiences on 
Diagnosis, data 

processing risk analysis, 
management and 

mitigation 

NPPD 

YES 
(pathog
ens) 

Sharing diagnosis methods 
(pathogens) Practical scientific methods register     

NEP   
   

  

AI           

Better estimating impacts 
of the forestry – wood 

sector ,  Economic impact 
expected to increase due 
to higher values at stake 

or higher hazards 
occurrences 

NPPD YES  
To mix social science and biological 
science 

Preparing and initiating joint projects based 
on case studies. Cost-benefit analysis of 
alien species introduction and its effects on 
the pathways. AT YES 

NEP YES 
   

  

AI YES         

Supporting targeted 
research to focus on the 

key questions  

NPPD No (not 
the job 
of risks 
facility-

done 
national

y) 

        

NEP         

AI         
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3- STRATEGIC PLANNING Activities             

   
  

   
  

  

Develop a conceptual 
framework for addressing 

forest disturbances and 
their related 

consequences on risks 

NPPD 

YES 

 To identify if there are any 
specificity to address forests risk 
and biotic risks. To identify the 

share of biotic risks in the 
uncertainty. 

To compare the different approaches from 
different european countries and case 
studies. To identify the gap between 

awareness and real threats. 
AT YES 

NEP 

AI 

Develop strategies for 
long-term risk mitigation 
in order to allow timely 

and efficient allocation of 
resources to confront 

risks  

NPPD YES To point out the importance of 
having a strategy. Monitoring the 

awareness of people and the needs 
to develop strategies. For AI : 
specific focus on pathways, 

evolution of vulnerability at the EU. 
Link with CC adaptation programs, 

initiatives. 

To share between countries on strategic 
planning. To assess the biotic vulnerability 

associated to the forest management 
options for mitigation (ex: relevance of 

introduction of new tree species?) 
AT, LN and 

CP YES 

NEP YES 

AI YES 

Facilitate the 
incorporation of risk into 
forest policies and into 
management plans for 
decision makers and 

forest managers 

NPPD YES 

To exchange knowledge on how 
risk is incorporated in different 

countries regulation, laws, 
management 

To review and record (constant survey, up 
to date register) the existing laws and 

practices. Information active spreading in 
countries AT and CP YES 

NEP YES 

AI YES 

  
Support and implement 
innovation NPP, NEP, AI   

To incorporate innovation in the 
general framework Permanent reviewing of innovations AT and CP YES 

   
  

   
  

4- SUPPORTING Activities             

   
  

   
  

Building reference centre(s) 
in order to 

Facilitate the access to 
and the use of the best 
available techniques for 

monitoring, assessing and 
reporting forest risks and 
damages across Europe 

NPPD YES 

To focus on complex diagnosis and 
monitoring tools 

To make survey about new tools and 
techniques, to disseminate information 

about the more performant practices. To 
provide service for identification (through 

the network and key people) AT and CP YES  

NEP YES 

AI YES 

Build a reference 
(technical) 

documentation on case 
studies on demand  

(major events are rare at 
country level, but less so 

at European level) 

NPPD   

To  focus on major events, to 
document on lesson-learnt. To 

access the grey litterature  

Commissioning evaluation and collection of 
the relevant documents, analysis. 

Translations. Link to existing reference 
centers. 

AT and CP, 
LN YES  

NEP   

AI   

                

“In time” support services 
Establishing and 

maintaining 
NPPD YES To identify key people willing to 

contribute 
To include this information in th expert's 

database LN No NEP YES 
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expert/institution 
networks, including 

research, 
management/reporting/
monitoring and training 

to allow for easy and 
quick mobilization of 

required capacities on 
demand AI YES 

Supporting/enhancing 
post-disturbances 

coordination actions 
between countries: 

technical assistance to 
organize crisis 

management, policy 
measures, procedures,  
establishment tailored 

Task Forces  

NPPD YES 

To identify key people willing to 
contribute 

To include this information in th expert's 
database LN No 

NEP YES 

AI YES 

   
  

   
  

5-CAPACITY BUILDING Actions             

   
  

   
  

  

Individual level (enhance 
existing knowledge and 

skills  

NPPD YES 

Access to opportunities. Gap 
identification.  

Training, knowledge transfer (newsletter, 
website…), advertise training, ask for 

requests for training. Personal exchanges 
(internships…) CP, LN 

YES-but 
mostly 

focused on 
one topic. 

NEP YES 

AI YES 

Institutional level (aiding 
pre-exisiting 

organizations,creating 
new institutions) 

NPPD YES 

Hub for information 
Establish contacts. Liaison between 

different organisations LN 

YES-but 
mostly 

focused on 
one topic. 

NEP YES 

AI YES 

Societal level ( to raise 
awareness public  and 
administrators that are 

responsible and 
accountable) 

NPPD YES 

To increase the awareness building. 
Honest broker. 

To warn people about alien invadors and 
special measures in case of extended biotic 

damages, and inform about practical 
actions (what to do, what not to do). To 

inform people about options and solutions. 
To provide holistic figures. CP, LN 

YES-but 
mostly 

focused on 
one topic. 

NEP YES 

AI YES 

  
Introduction of risks in 
forest education NPP, NEP, AI YES 

To have better training, material, 
trainers. To increase motivation. 

To involve educators in the facility, to 
provide material, to training courses. LN and CP YES- 
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6-INFORMATION and 
COMMUNICATION Activities             

   
  

   
  

  

Develop suitable format 
reporting on current 

trends (absence of any 
report), collaboration 

with e.g. JRC and/or other 
relevan 

actors/organistions 
(EPPO, etc..)  

NPPD           

NEP   
   

  

AI           

Raising awareness among 
forest managers and 

customers 

NPPD           

NEP   
   

  

AI           

Dissemination of the 
information to the 
concerned publics, 

reporting to competent 
authorities and policy 

makers 

NPPD           

NEP   
   

  

AI           

School children and 
educationnal 

communities to be aware 
of forest vulnerabilities 

and risks 

NPPD YES 

To increase awareness of young 
people 

To link existing initiatives. To support the 
MOOC (Massive Open Online Courses). To 

produce material (such as cartoons) CP No 

NEP YES 

AI YES 

Communication on social 
and economic impacts of 

risks and costs and 
benefits of risk 
management 

NPPD YES 

To make accessible information 
from scientific paper (linked to 

UNDERStanding) 
To use all the available material from 

scientific paper. AT and CP YES 

NEP YES 

AI YES 
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3 - Priorities for RISK facility as identified during the meeting  
 
:    

 
  

Networking 
   

   
Priority 

Number of 
votes 

  Networking (total) 

low 1 

  
medium 2 

  
high 10 

Mapping existing 
organisations, initiatives 

and groups related to 
forest risks 

Q1 

low 3 

medium 3 

high 11 

Exchanging experiences 
and knowledge, providing 
feedback on further needs 
for information and know-

how  

Q2 

low 1 

medium 4 

high 12 

Supporting regions, 
countries and 

organisations in designing 
their contingency plans 

from the platform 
knowledge  

Q3 

low 6 

medium 7 

high 4 

Supporting multi-
stakeholders dialogue 

Q4 

low 2 

medium 12 

high 3 
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0 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

low  medium  high 

Understanding- Overall priority 
 

 
  

Understanding 
   

   
Priority  

Number 
of votes 

  Understanding 
(total) 

low  3 

  
medium  2 

  
high 8 

Gathering most reliable sources of data 
and analyses on risk occurrences and 

damages and encouraging the collection 
of up-to-date information on important 

forest disturbances, related risks and 
damages.  

Q1 

low  1 

medium  5 

high 11 

Offering a "place" where scientists can 
meet to carry out joint evaluations (data 

and models from various sources)  
  

Q2 

low  5 

medium  7 

high 5 
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0 

10 

low  medium  high 

Strategic 
Planning- Q4 … 

0 

10 

low  medium  high 

Strategic 
Planning- Q3 … 

0 

10 

low  medium  high 

Strategic … 

0 

20 

low  medium  high 

Strategic … 

Strategic Planning 
   

   
Priority  

Number 
of votes 

  
Strategic 
Planning 

(total) 

low  3 

  
medium  9 

  
high 0 

Develop a conceptual framework 
for addressing forest 

disturbances and their related 
consequences on risks  

Q1 

low  5 

medium  9 

high 3 

Coordinate the design of 
contigency plans between 

countries to share know-how and 
consider interactions  

Q2 

low  12 

medium  4 

high 1 

Develop strategies for long-term 
risk mitigation in order to allow 
timely and efficient allocation of 

resources to confront risks   

Q3 
low  4 

medium  7 

high 6 

Facilitate the incorporation of 
risk into forest policies and into 
management plans for decision 

makers and forest managers  

Q4 

low  4 

medium  5 

high 8 
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0 

10 

low  medium  high 

Supporting- Q2 
priority 

0 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

low  medium  high 

Supporting- Overall priority  
  

Supporting 
   

   
Priority  

Number 
of votes 

  Supporting 
(total) 

low  4 

  
medium  5 

  
high 4 

Building reference centre(s) 
in order to facilitate access to 
and the use of best available 

mehtods and bulit a 
reference documentation 

Q1 

low  3 

medium  10 

high 4 

Offering a "place" where 
scientists can meet to carry 
out joint evaluations (data 
and models from various 

sources)  
  

Q2 

low  4 

medium  7 

high 6 
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0 

5 

10 

15 

low  medium  high 

Capacity building- Q3 
priority 

0 

10 

20 

low  medium  high 

Capacity building- Q1 
priority 

Capacity Building 
   

   
Priority  

Number of 
votes 

  
Strategic 
Planning 

(total) 

low  2 

  
medium  6 

  
high 5 

Individual level 

Q1 

low  2 

medium  10 

high 5 

Institutional level Q2 

low  5 

medium  4 

high 8 

Societal level  Q3 

low  4 

medium  10 

high 3 

Education 

Q4 

low  3 

medium  6 

high 8 
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0 

5 

10 

low  medium  high 

Info & Com- 
Q4 priority 

0 

5 

10 

low  medium  high 

Info & Com- 
Q2 priority 

0 

10 

20 

low  medium  high 

Info & Com- Q3 
priority 

0 

5 

10 

low  medium  high 

Info & Com- Q1 
priority 

0 

2 

4 

6 

low  medium  high 

Information and 
Communication- Overall 

priority   

Information and Communication 
   

   
Priority  

Number 
of votes 

  
Info & 
Com 

(total) 

low  1 

  
medium  5 

  
high 5 

Develop suitable format reporting on 
current trends (absence of any report), 
collaboration with e.g. JRC and/or other 

relevant actors/organistions (EPPO, etc..)   

Q1 

low  5 

medium  5 

high 7 

Raising awareness among forest 
managers and customers  

Q2 

low  2 

medium  8 

high 7 

Dissemination of the information to the 
concerned publics, reporting to 

competent authorities and policy makers   
Q3 

low  3 

medium  10 

high 4 

School children and communities to be 
aware of forest vulnerabilities and risks  

Q4 

low  9 

medium  6 

high 4 

Communication on social and economic 
impacts of risks  

Q5 

low  4 

medium  5 

high 8 
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4 – Pictures 
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