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B et res2ooan170073 - 170Rs2002

EUROPEAN COMMISSION
- Regulatory Seruatity Board
Erissels,
R3B/S
Opinion

Title: Impact assessment / Forest monitoring and integrated long-term
planning

Owerall opinion: POSITIVE WITH RESERVATIONS

{A) Policy context

The ETT forest strategy for 2030 announced that the Commission would put forward anew
legislative proposal on ETT forest observation, reporting and data collection to ensure a
coordinated ETT forest monitoring, data collection and reporting system. As part of this,
Member States would prepare strategic plans for forests and the Forest-based sector.

This propesal aims to set up a monitoring framework of specific indicators related to
forests and ensurelong-tenm planning for Porests by Member States.

(B) Summary of findin gs

The Board notes the additional information provided and commitments to make
changes to the report.

However, the report still contains significant shortcomings. The Board gives a
positive opinion with reservations because it expects the DG to rectify the following
aspects:

(1) The report is not clear ahout the gaps to he filled and the added value of ET
action, in particular regarding long-term forest planning. Tt is also not clear on
the proposed level of EU intervention on long-term forest planning of the
MMember States.

{2) Thereport does not present all key policy options, including “hybrid” options.

(C) What to improve

{13 The report should be clear about the intervention logic. As regards monitoring, the
report should clanfy whether its main goal 15 to provide Member States with support in
uzing Earth Observation technology. The report should alse clanfy how the envizaged
monitoring measures will allow Member States to integrate them in their current
monitoring and reporting.

This opimion concerns a draft inpact assessment which may differ from the final version.
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{2} The report should clearly analyse and discuss the proposed additional obligatons for
Member States regarding long-term planning and explain why, and to what extent, a
governance framework for long-term planning iz considered necessary to support the
monitonng frameworle, and why it 13 needed at EU level.

(3) Considering the heterogeneity of forest across Member States as well as the
monitoning and planning already in place, the report should better justify the EU added
value of the initiative. Tt should present clear evidence that Member States cannot selve the
identified problems on their own. In particular, it should justify why long-term integrated
planning cannot be developed at Member State level, what the gaps identified in current
existing planning activities by Member States are, and what the implications would be for
national and local authorities and for forest owners.

) The report should set out clearly the division of competences between MMember States
and the ET level and discuss how this initiative will respect these boundaries. As regards
the proposed recommendations the Commission would give on the national plans, the
report should demonstrate current deficiencies in terms of Member States” capacity to
comply with ET peolicies and targets which would necessitate not only a common
framework but also the use of recommendations. It should indicate clearly how this would
respect both subsidianty and proportionality. Stakehol der and Member State views on the
distribution of competences should be presented.

(3 Options should be constructed to highlight the specific issues on which policy choices
are to be made, as regards both monitoning and planning. The report should treat the
“hybrid” option {obligatory monitening and voluntary planning) as a genuine policy option,
assess and compare it along with the other options proposed.

{63 The report should clearly present the current situation at Member State level and show
the differences between Member States regarding monitoring systems and planning, and
how they fulfil existing ETT and international obligations. It should provide clear evidence
ont the need for harmonisation given the national specificities regarding forests and forest
monttoring and planning It should also explore synergies with other enwirenmental
monitoring systems to ensure that duplications of data collection and data analysis is
avoided.

{71 The report should present the distributional impacts across the Member States, given
that some IMember States are more advanced than others. It should clanfy the additional
resources and capacities that the different Member States would need to mobilise for the
implementation of this initiative.

{8) The costbenefit analysis should be further developed. The report should better
describe the specific contribution of this initiative in particular the expected socio-
economic benefits and costs for the forestry sector {including in terms of competitiveness),
and owerall for society and the environment. The comparizon of options, which is mainly
gqualitative, should explain the scoring methodology used.

The Board notes the estimated costs and benefits of the preferred option in this initiative,
as summansed in the attached quantification tables.

Sawme more fechnical comments have bean sent directly to the author DG,

www.parlament.gv.at




(D) Conclusion

The lead DG must revise the report in accordance with the Board’s findings hefore
launching the interservice consultation.

If there are any changes in the choice or design of the preferred option in the final
version of the report, the lead DG may need to further adjust the attached
guantification tahles to reflect this.

Full title

Legislative proposal for an EU Framework for Forest
Monitoring and Strategic Plans

Feference number

PLAN/2022/205

Submitted to EEE on

18 January 2023

Date of RSB meeting

15 February 2023
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ANNEX: Quantification tahles extracted from the draft impact assessment report

The following tables contain information on the cosis and benefifs of the inifiafive on
witich the Board has given ifs opimion, as pressnied above.

If the draft report has hean revised in line with the Board's recawims ndations, the contant
af these tables may be different from those in the final version of the impact assessment
report, as published by the Comwission.

1. Overview of Benefits (toial for all provisions) — Preferred Option

Description | Amount Comtmens
Diroct benefits
Hatmorisation'st | Ewropean institutions Benefits are to alarge extent
andarchsation of |e Cost savings on accessing and utilising higher quality forest data from |indirect
forest tmomtoring common mandatory reporting done by Member States resulting, for
ingtatice, from recuced admindstrative costs on data gap filling
exercizes orrently undertaken by the TRC.
M S national autherities
. nfa
Other stakeholders
. nfa
Forest European institutio ns Benefits are to alarge extent
ot oring . 1 indirect
Fystems
including M § national autherities
enhanced remote o Potential cost savings, depending on if the current satellite data
sefsing activities at hlember State level are ceased and replaced by EU lewel
monitoring.
# Bernefits from replacing ground-based data collection with remote
setisitig. Extrapolated results from a case study on replacing a single
indicator (growud-based mapping of clear-cuts) with Copernicus
satellite- data shows poterdial oumulative benefits of between EUR 28
million to 38 million by 2035 across all M3,
Irtegrated long-  |Ewropean institutions Benefits are to alarge extent

term platwing

® nfa

M 5 national autherites
® nfa

Other stakeholders
. nfa

indirect

I direct benafiis

* Improved scientific knowledge and facilitation of evidence-based
decision-making on forests by administrations and forest managers,
facilitating the monitoring of progress towards policy objectives and
goals

Easy and access to forest data through a single digital platform,
reducing the administrative burden for businesses, rcitizens, and
administrations in search of forest-related information, in line with the
EUT Digital Agenda

Ilost benefits of the imtiative
are Faitlyindirect since better
moritoring and plaring it
itself doesnot generate
benefits but rather creates the
cotnditions For envir o ental,
econotnic atwd social benefits
to be addressed thr ough more

www.parlament.gv.at




1. Overview of Benefits (total for all p rovisions) — Preferred Option

Description Amount Commenis

e Oreater trust in forest data and enhanced use from  different |targeted action ete. Also,
stakeholders, stimulating the additional use of forest data beyond|those indirect benefits cannct
tracitional users and industries e g scientific community, policym akers, | be attributed to one aspect of
certain actors within the forest industries, data-based services, financial | this legislative proposal, gt
sector rather to all parts of it

working together towards the

overall irtended general
ohjective.

o Jupporting market intelligence and innovative solutions bagsed on forest
resmyces A comptehe nsive monitorng and plateing fram ework which
improves the data availability on forest stocks and natural capital of the
forest sector cowld facilitate and improve inwvestment decisions,
resowrce allocation, and sustainable finance reporting.

# Better information on the quality and quantity of ecosystem services
provided by in wew of a futwe implementation of payments for
ecogystem services that would com pensate and reward forest managers,
incertiAzing them to enhatce or maintain ecogystem services provided
by forests, for instance within the fram ework of the ET Certification of
Carbon Removals

e Higher climate change mitigation potertial of forests through enhanced
carbon storage and sequestration: The economic walue of the ET forest
atea’s tiet carbon sink can be estimated at €328 billion EU forests and
wood products currently remove approcimately 320 MUICOZ eq per
year. Erhanced transparency for forest-based removals through this
initiative could stimulate further adoption of sustainable carbon farming
practices across the ETT.

# Better control of illegal logging: A& solid evidence base for illegal
logging activities across the EUT through the improved reporting and
monitoring of relevant indicators codd help Member Btates and forest
ownets to reappropriate losses felt from the practice as rewverne
elsewhere. Further long-term benefits to ecosystem services and larger
sorietd and biodiversity benefits can also be felt from the better control
of illegal logging and reduced losses, both economic and biotic.

e Reduced deforestation or area of forest cower loss: Improved coverage
and mordtoring of indicators related to EU forest extent can facilitate
advancements in the mapping of deforestation and related better-
informed plamming for forests, which is particularly important in the
case of primary forests and the decision-making regarding their
protection.

# Reduced biodiversity loss: An improved knowledge base on forest
biodiversity indicators could assist in detecting key ateas in need of
protection which could better inform integrated long-term plarming for
forests and contribute to reduced biodiversity loss in the long-term.

& Reduced forest distiwbances and erhanced resilience of forests: Forest
datmage from distubances can have large economic consequences For
example, forest fires cavsed damages worth spproximately €15 billion
per year in Europe in the 1998 to 2009 period and biological invasions
in Ewropean forests were estimated to cost €20.9 billion over a 60-year
period. The existence of an EU-wide framework for reporting and
monitoring spatially explicit information to allow early and rapid
detection of forest disturbances could reduce the costs associated with
controlling and compensating the losses.

o More sustainable provision of economic, social and cultwral forest
resxces Timber provision was estimated at around EUR 16 billion in
2021 and the walue of regdatory and cultural ecosystem services (e
flood control, water purification and recreation for which forests were
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1. Overview of Benefits (total for all p rovisions) — Preferred Option

Description Amount Commenis

the man contritator to the total walue of natwe-baged recreati o was
egtimated & abowt EUR 57 hillion in 2021, The monitoring and
plamming framework leads to the adoption of decisions that ensure a
mote sustainable and forward looking management of forest resowrces,
satisfying the many competing demands on both forest and other
ecogystem services helping to safeguard existing and creating new jobs

Administrative cost savings related to the ‘one i, one out’ approach *

(directfindirect) |e nfa since no direct effects on businesses or citizens

(1) Esfimates are gross vahwes relaive fo the baseling for the preferred opfion as a whle (1 e, the impact of
Individual aofions/obii gafions of the preferred opfion are aggregated fogefher ), (2 ) Flease indicafe which
sfakeholder group is the man recipiert of the berefit in fhe comment secfion; (7)) For reductions in regulatcory
cosfs, please describe defals as fo how fhe saving arises (6.2 rediwrfions 1 adjustment costs, adminisfrative
cosfs, regulafory char ges, exfforcement costs, efe., ) () Cost savings relafed fo the ‘one i, one ouf’
approach are defailed in Tool #58 and #3593 of the beffer regudafion’ foclbox, * if relevant

The most relevant and quantifiable costs additional to baseline are indicated 1n Table 2
below. The baseline iz built on data collection in all Member States to assess the extent to
which relevant activities are already conducted in Member States. Based on this baseline,
cost in Wember States can vary widely, depending on the extent to which they already
collect data on relevant indicators, already use EQ, or already develop integrated plans.

On the costsrelated to the “one in, one out” approach, overall the initiative should generate
insignificant administrative costs to businesses and citizens compared to the baseline since
the initiative does not intreduce new direct administrative requirements applicable to these
groups (3. section 6.3.2))

R Stakeholders
f’f’r”"’ff-—a—________d_d_ One-off Recurrent
EU institutions EU institutions
e Inclusions of additional lnowledge|e Limited costs for harmonisation of data
products on the FISE platform depending on the munber of indicators and
reporting frequency

& Costs from development of hanmonisation
methodologies based oninternal expertise,
expert  growp  recommendations  and

Harmori thr oagh financing research projects;
:;t;z:ﬂ;?z Direct M5 national authe rities MS national authorities
atiom of adjustment and |e Limited costs for applicaton of|* Limited costs for continuous application of
Forest ackm ini strative harmonised definitions and methods to]| harmonised definitions and methods
o 5] isti i
monitori |°7 exishng.dat.a sets (approximately EUR 10 e Fecwring limited costs for human resources
000 per indicator) . o .
ng for processing and transmizsion of data in the

o One off human resources for adapting| W3

wotkflow s atad devel oping of

harmondsation methodologes
Citizens/Consumers Citizens/Consumers
* nfa * nfa
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Stakeholders

One-off

Recurrent

Businesses
. nfa

Businesses
. nfa

Forest
motiton
g
mystems
itweluadin
g
enhance
dremote
serEng

Direct
adjustment and
ackm it strative
costs

EU institutions

e Costfor setting up data infrastructure

e One-off costs for developing EO data
products for the pertinent indicators and
requitertients in terms of remote sensing,
recurting in case of updates of the
indicator list (around EUR 500 000
atirarally)

« Mo major costs linked to setup of EO
technologies as  building on  already
existing EO systems

M S national authorities

* Orne-off costs (staff costs) for preparing
roll-out of new indicators

* Orne-off costs for new equipment required
for measaring the indicators (if needed)

* Orne-off human resowces for developing
wotkflows for new data  collection
obligati ons

Citizens/Consumers
. nfa

Businesses
. nfa

ETU institutions

o Mo major costs linked to operation of EO
technologies as building on already existing
EQ system s

e Dataprocessing costs for indicators that are
not currently produced by existing EO systems

M S national authorities

* Costs  depending  on  indicators
meamwed in WS, forest area in NS,
adeguateness  of  existing  sampling  grid,
nmumber of indicators, reporting frequency)

* Possihility to shift costs to EU instibitions if
using data provided by EU and not using the
“opt-in

* Average atrmal cost for operating a N ational
Forest Invertory is 42 EUR/km2 of forest
area (based on tlree DMember States NFI
costg).

alreadsy

Ciizens/Consumers
* nfa

Businesses

# Data collection for the large majority of
indicators would be directly undertaken by
public authorities, with no sk that the b den
ot costs would be passed down to businesses.

® Inthe exceptional case of indicators related to
the biceconomy such as revenue, emplownent,
etc. some basic financial reporting obligations
might arise for forest owners, but they are
eslimated to have neglighble costs as they
would be reported at the same time as other
finaneial indicators  collected  for  other
putposes .

e No major impacts on businesses related to
regulatory burden were thus identified under
the S3ME Test’.
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Stakeholders

e One-off

Recurrent

EU institutions
. nfa

M S national authorities
* Limited costs depending

expertise in the M3
* Where no  comparable
struchires and expertise is

planning | costs

sperdt EUR 500 000 for the
the strategy and EUR
disseminati on

Citizens/Consumers
* ffa

Businesses
* nfa

on already

existing  information,  stuctores  and

itformation,
in place wet,

one-off costs for developing new ot

adaption existing multisectoral
Irtegrate Di_fECt stakeholder dislogue;, one-off costs for
dlong- 3@“?“_“31“_311[1 developing new o adapting  existing
term admind strative mmethodologies for forecasting

o Example of Germany which started
developing their 2050 strategy in 2015 and

preparation of
100 000 for

EU imstitutions

e Limited costs for issuing recomm endations

M5 national authorities

* Limited costs for reporting depending whether
M3 already have something comparsble in
place

* ERecurring costs for conducting the forecasting
B ErCise

* ERecutring costs for conducting the stakeholder
consultation exercise

* ERecutring costs for drafting the report

Citzens/Consumers
* nfa

Businesses
* nfa

Costs related to the ‘one i, one oud’ approach

Direct e T
adjustment and T e
Total adm ind strative ""’"ﬁ-—.,._,q_, """’"——.-,_.,__,
costs '4-;.,_,&__4 -’-—,,,__%
Indirect F"'—"‘"‘J-—a-._,__d___’ ’_—”"’"J—-—a._____d___d_
adjustment e e
costs e e
Administrative '-—F""’f’r;.-,ﬂ___d_ ‘_’Fr"""‘-"-a-.-,__,__d_
costs (for ”"’"——»r,_,,__’ ”""‘"——;r,______d_
offsetting) T Tt
(1) Estivxgtes (gross values) to be provided with respect to the baseling; (1) costs ave provided jor each idersifiable achon'chligation af
the preferred cpbion atherwise for dll retamed opfices when ro preferved aption is specified; (3) Frelevant and avadable, please
presentinfomaion on costs aceovding to the standard ppology af costs (adiustnent costs, adnenistrative casts, regulatay chavges,
ergoreenert costs, indrect costs: ). () Adnarestratve costs for qifietting as explaned in Jool #8 and #9 of fre better regulation”
tonlbax. The tatal adius trert casts should equal the sumaf the adiustrent aosts praserted in the wpper pat of the table (whenever thay
are quarifoble andior canbe nametized) Measures ke with  Wew 1o conpensae afiusmER? aosts 10 the Fradest exdent possible
are presented in the section of the impact assessmemt veport preserting the prgferred option
g
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