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Criterion 6: Maintenance of Other Socio-Economic Functions and Conditions 

The Comments and Suggestions include outcome of the thematic subgroup work and comments from 
individuals. 

General Comments from the Thematic Group: 

• Planning of tables and figures for the final report should be included in the preparation process at an 
earlier stage (to be discussed in ToS or other expert level meetings). 

• All chapters could include a summary or an overview of the results, i.e. what do these numbers and 
trends mean, what is the total outcome, and what are the conclusions? This would make the most 
important messages clearer and bind the indicators together. 

• Indicator 6.4 should be further discussed when the background and target becomes clear. The thematic 
group was not sure what is with the aim of this indicator. 

• The annual data should also be requested if an average figure is asked for in the table. This holds for all 
data that are annual by its nature (most economic data) but not for forest resource data. These annual 
figures will make detailed analysis possible for the authors and will result in long time series. The annual 
data should be available to the NCs as they need it to calculate the average. For reporting an additional 
table could be added in which the annual data can be presented. The first step might be to ask for annual 
data for the totals in a table. 

Recommendations for Authors: 

• All chapters could include a summary or an overview of the results, i.e. what do these numbers and 
trends mean, what is the total outcome, and what are the conclusions?   

• Indicator 6.4: Remember to check qualitative indicators 3 as a background (e.g. regimes for 
funding). 

• Indicator 6.5: encourage the author to use other data sources in order to deal with non-traditional 
forestry personnel (e.g. for the provision of services). 

• Consider the potential to use IDP & Research data together with national data. 

• Need to be agreed on the data sources beforehand; this relates to the previous point, and is to 
intend to convey that other sources to be used by authors should be agreed in advance. We are 
only looking to include approved authoritative sources, not asking authors to summarize various 
research studies of possibly variable quality which they happen to be aware of. 

• How to include country comments in the text?  

• Harmonise the Chart colour palette, indicating ”No data available”... Example: Darker shading 
should be used for higher level (unlike Figure 76 in SoEF 2011). I think that the final part of this is to 
recommend that the light grey shading should be used for Forest Europe countries not reporting 
data (unlike e.g. Figure 67 which used it for countries outside Forest Europe area, not shown on 
other maps). 
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• Background data:   

o Rural Population data looks suspicious. 

o Growth rate 2008-2009: not relevant, too short time period. 

• Harmonise and explain the use of notations: ”0”,”-”, ”N.D” , drop the ”NS” (non-significant) 
category Consider the potential to use IDP & Research data together with national data. 

• Involve authors in the data validation process in order to make it possible for them to ask questions 
to the NCs in an early stage without having the pressure of the reporting deadline. 

• For each indicator it might be good to give instructions for the NC, the author and a general 
description of the indicator and the reason for reporting on it. 

6.1 Forest Holdings - Size classes 
Reporting for 2011: 
Data was provided by most countries for forest area ownership (public/private), and by 25 (of 46) for size 
classes/number of holdings. Only 15 countries were able to give input to all size classes.  

Comments:  
In the current situation it is not possible to analyse all data. 

6.1 Forest Holdings – Ownership 
• Is private and public enough? CFRQ is more detailed (public, forest companies, other companies, NIPF) 
•For FAWS? (FAWS is problematic as a concept) 

Csaba: what is the definition of the "Classified forest area"?  

Simon1: I assume that the added column “Classified area” means the area (possibly smaller than the total) 
for which number of holdings and size breakdown are reported. I think that this explanation should go in a 
reporting note, rather than being left to terms and definitions (which I note that you have left to later). 
Adopting this approach would seem to push the NC towards reporting an accurate breakdown for a smaller 
area, rather than an estimated breakdown for the whole area, but I think that the latter is more useful to 
users, so I am not convinced this is a good idea. Also, particular problems in interpretation could occur 
where the classified area is very untypical of the total area (e.g. for UK actual data for holdings exist for 
farm woodland only, with other woodlands estimated), or where nature of the classified area varies 
between years. [If I have misunderstood the purpose of this added column, you can ignore this comment, 
but then please add an explanation of what is meant by classified area.] 

Jan: I do agree with Simon at this point. Making it possible for the NC to report on a smaller area will give 
results that are very difficult to analyse for the author and more important the users of the data. The users 
are interested in the breakdown for the total area and not for specific areas. The NC can explain the 
estimation process in the country comments. Next to this NC are probably better able to do the estimation 
than authors or users will be. 

Simon2:  I agree that instead of “other ownership” it would be desirable to harmonise with the FRA term 
“unknown ownership”, which is defined as here to include unclear or disputed. It may be worthwhile 
adding clarification that tribal and indigenous community ownership is now part of private (as in FRA); I 
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recall that at some time in the past it was separate in FRA, so previously potentially in “other” for Forest 
Europe. 
 
Suggestions: 
•Latest reporting year 2010 
•There are too many size classes, which should be reduced to 2 size classes (< 10 ha and ≥ 10 ha) (or left 
out). 
•These size classes should be reported for private sector, only 
•Both hectares and number of holding should be included. 

Marilise: How about having 3 classes: <10ha, 11-500ha; >500ha? 

Simon: Why 3 size classes? Explanation needed for the extra size class. More size classes might make sense 
as the profitability of forestry is often linked to holding size. Larger holdings could be more profitable than 
smaller ones. Having more information on the size classes would of course make it possible to do better 
analyses of this issue. However, the size class from which forestry becomes profitable is not known and will 
differ between countries. So for this reason I think reducing the reporting burden might be more important 
than getting more detailed information. 

6.2 Contribution of the forest sector to gross domestic product 
Reporting for 2011: 
The data was provided by 35 countries for forestry and manufacture of wood and articles in wood 
(contribution to GDP), and by 31 countries for manufacture of paper and paper products (contribution to 
GDP).  
 
Comments: 
Detailed instructions are provided in explanatory notes how and where to collect the data, but still many 
NCs do not follow them (no data). 
 
Suggestions: 
•Latest reporting year 2010 (supplemented by IDP data latest available) 
•NCs should contact statistical correspondents in the country for assistance 
•Reporting notes have to be updated 
•National currency should be used for the reporting 
•Countries not reporting in euros should explicitly state what national currency is reported (and for what 
years if differing)  

Simon: I assume that we want countries to report for 2010 using the 2008 NACE/ISIC categories (02, 16, 
17), and for previous years using the corresponding former NACE/ISIC categories 02, 20, 21, and not to try 
to adjust for the relatively small differences. If so, then it may be desirable to switch to quoting the 2008 
categories in the table, and add a reporting note to say that for previous years reporting should use the 
previous categories. 

6.3 Net revenue 
Reporting for 2011: 
Net revenue was reported by 23 countries in total forestry income and by 20 countries for net 
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entrepreneurial income. 
 
Comments: 
Current definition is considered good enough, no changes were suggested by the group as 17 countries 
replied last time to the IEEAF enquiry of Eurostat (50%). Eurostat will organize a task force on the topic of 
IEEAF. 
 
Suggestions: 
•Latest reporting year 2010 
•Reporting notes have to be updated 
•National currency should be used for the reporting 
•Countries not reporting in euros should explicitly state what national currency is reported (and for what 
years if differing) 

6.4  Expenditures on services 
Reporting for 2011: 
Poor coverage of data. 

Comments:  
•Willingness to provide detailed data and/or the absence of it might be a limiting factor with this indicator 
•EUROSTAT has some information on governmental expenditures on forestry (IEEAF Table 3c) 
•Thinking behind this indicator is not clear 
•Now that carbon sequestration is seen as an important (long-term sustainable) service provided by 
forests, it may be difficult to separate expenditure on services from other expenditure on forestry. 

Csaba: Note that services have a very broad meaning – it includes the provision of goods as well (see the 
Millennium Assessment). 

Suggestions: 
•Further information is needed to better understand the aim of this indicator 
•Adding a total column is necessary. 
•National currency should be used for the reporting 
•Countries not reporting in euros should explicitly state what national currency is reported (and for what 
years if differing) 

Marilise: Public expenditure? 

The rationale for the original indicator ‘Total expenditures for long-term sustainable services from 
forests’ was “Forest owners, public and private, incur additional expenditures for producing a range 
of services that are demanded by the public free of costs. These are, for instance, expenditures to 
maintain protective forests against natural hazards, for preventing soil erosion or for protecting water 
quality as well as social services. These services are an important contribution to the quality of life 
and safety of humankind. It is essential to ensure that these services are maintained and that 
adequate public funding is provided to cover the necessary related expenditures. The total national 
expenditures for services from the forests should provide quantitative information on the efforts of 
countries to provide such forest services.”  However subsequent reporting has been for particular 
types of government expenditure. 

 



5 

 

6.5 Forest sector workforce 
Reporting for 2011: 
34 countries reported on employment. 

Comments: 
•Breakdown of the data decreases the reliability of the results (thresholds). 

Suggestions: 

•Latest reporting year 2012? 2008-2011/2012 average 
•Priority should be on filling the totals column (total employment, Table 6.5a) 
•Availability of other data sources like ILO should be checked before finalizing the questionnaire. This has 
been attempted also before, but the data from ILO is very scattered and their focus in developing countries.  

6.6 Occupational safety and health 
Reporting for 2011: 
Occupational accidents were poorly reported. 

Comments: 
•Data availability will improve in mid-2014, when first round of new compulsory reporting (European 
Statistics for Accidents at work) on occupational safety will be completed by EUROSTAT (data from 2012). 

Marilise: the LFS(Labour Force Survey)  is not reliable. 

Suggestions: 
•Latest reporting year 2010/2012? 2008-2011/2012 average 
•Check which thresholds are used? Is self-employed included? 

6.7 Consumption per head of wood and products derived from wood 
Reporting for 2011: 
43 countries reported on forest products consumption. 

Comments: 
•IDPs provide, responding to the information needs of (lead) authors 
•Sometimes requests are too ad hoc 
•The compact presentation of results (e.g. indexes and time series) is fine 
•Stock changes are excluded (=>”apparent consumption”) 
•Formula is okay but the total population should be defined for each year separately (as was actually done) 
•Is per capita change the preferred method? Less sensitive for misinterpretations. Overstating RWE for 
efficient countries due to standard conversion factors => report should reflect to that. 

Csaba: It was agreed in Helsinki that data for the last available year will be delivered as that only year will 
be the first year from a new data source (of a compulsory data collection). For the earlier years a different 
source of data is available only with a remarkable reduced coverage and detail 

Suggestions: 
•Latest reporting year 2010 and latest year available 
•The structure of data should be shown in the SoEF questionnaire in the same manner as for other 
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indicators, integrate IDP specifications into the questionnaire (not in the appendix) 
•Manipulated data should be delivered to countries for feedback before authors start to write (Including 
underline data) Autumn 2013? 
•The best possible conversion factors should be used: country specific, product specific (how many 
products could be used), time specific  
•Correction factors should be the same as last time (ECE DP49)  
•Authors should be aware of the double counting of certain bi-products! NC’s and Readers 
•How to deal with missing data? The same as last time (business-as-before, i.e. repeating backwards) which 
flattens changes. 

6.8 Trade in wood 
Reporting for 2011: 
Most countries reported and were able to provide all required data. 

Comments: 
•IDPs provide, responding to the information needs of (lead) authors 
•Sometimes requests are too ad hoc 
•The full description is missing in instructions! 
•It makes sense to have two measurement units (volume and value), and both should be listed. Formula is 
missing for roundwood, included in the previous one. 
•Clarification of the use of real and nominal terms is needed. The deflator should be defined and used 
consistently throughout the whole report.  
•Should we include secondary products, data by value with more limited time series? Note: the challenge 
of value-added. Preferably secondary products not included. 
•Should regional trade include intra-regional trade? If not, a different data source needed. Intra-regional is 
preferred. 

Suggestions: 
•Latest reporting year 2010 and latest year available 
•The structure of data should be shown in the SoEF questionnaire in the same manner as for other 
indicators, integrate IDP specifications into the questionnaire (not in the appendix) 
•A new graph on net trade by value by region (per year/annual average?) to replace table 51 and 53: 
+Y=exports, -Y=imports   

6.9 Energy from wood 
Reporting for 2011: 
Number of reporting countries has increased from 16 countries in JWEE 2007 to 27 countries JWEE 2009. 
JWEE 2011 is currently collecting responses. 

Comments: 
•The interest in the consumption of wood energy is related to the renewable energy targets set e.g. by EU. 
This aspect should be taken into account when writing the analysis.  
•Wood energy is now more than just fire wood used as household consumption (in the rural areas), e.g. 
black liquor used by wood industry.   
•Data quality and coverage have improved from 2011 facilitating easier conclusion making – trends from 
2007-2011 could be made 
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•Conversion from energy units to tons dry matter to be made by IDP 
•Author should compare wood energy per capita of total population not per capita of rural population, 
because use of wood energy is not limited to rural and because rural population statistics as used for SoEF 
2011 are inconsistent (e.g. Belgium). 

Csaba: Data on renewable energy is available at ESTAT as well (see table nrg_1071a or nrg_1073a) all in 
ktoe. 
 
Suggestions: 
•Pre-filled data for 2007, 2009 and 2011 from UNECE/FAO. 
•The questionnaire should deal with thousand tons of oil equivalent (ktoe) or TJ. 
•Total energy from wood should be given as consumption. Note: the industry consumption included. 
•Authors should pay attention to consistency with JWEE and RES reporting. Note: the different concepts 
used in 2011 (use, consumption, production, supply,…). 
•Add total renewable energy to questionnaire.  
•The total energy consumption from wood should be shown as the sum of sub-categories by the use of 
indents. 
•Figure 82 preferred over table 54 in 2011 report. 
•In reporting the results should be related to the EU renewable energy targets. 

Simon: It would be more helpful to NCs to prefill with tdm figures, as well as (or instead of) ktoe, as they 
are more likely to recognise these figures. 

6.10 Accessibility for recreation  
Reporting for 2011: 
Countries are not able to provide sufficient data especially for time series.  

Comments: 
•In general countries provided good data, but intensity of use was difficult 
•David Edwards has studied the issue 
•Countries need help in reporting. e.g what to do with old data 

Suggestions: 
•Latest reporting year: For accessibility & management goal: 2010, for intensity of use: latest available only 
•Consistent data could be provided only by a European wide survey (but it is too late to start this for 2015) 
•Reporting notes should emphasize the importance of comments and explanations on national criteria for 
accessibility (e.g. right of access). 
•Plan in the long run a European wide survey into this topic. 

6.11 Cultural and spiritual values  
Reporting for 2011: 
Countries are not able to provide sufficient data.  

Comments: 
•Categories are OK as such 
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Simon: it may be possible to harmonise with FRA on the concept of being designated/managed for cultural 
or spiritual services, so that the same sites/areas are counted, but when 6.11 was being refined for 2007 we 
agreed that number of sites, not area, was the best measure, so we have an outstanding difference. 

Suggestions: 
•Ask for latest available data instead of time series 
•NC’s should contact early on national experts of this topic 
•Countries should be helped in raising queries in their countries 
•Secretariat probably needs consultant 
•Ask for extensive country comments or supporting documents if avaialble 
•There was some discussion whether quantitative data can bring any useful information on this indicator or 
could this better be described with qualitative data 
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