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CURRENT ISSUES OF GERMAN FOREST POLICY®

The main issues of nowadays German forest poligg baen discussed in the paper,
including questions of forest organization and aigational reforms, forest certification,
National Forest Program, new societal demandsetdaitests and forestry sector.

/-p. Hopoepm Bebep — Incmunmym Jlicoeoi Exonomiku i Ilnanyeanns Jlicogozo
Tocnooapcmea, /Ipe3oencokuil Texnonoziunuii Yuieepcumem

CyuacHi npo6siemn JgicoBoi noairnku Hiveuunnn

JlicoBa nomnitrika HiMewdrHM B 3HAUHII Mipi perysroeTbest Ha piBHI (eaepaibHuX 3e-
MeJlb, OJIHaK BOHA OXOIUIIOE i 3arajpHOAep:kaBHi nmpobiaemu. OgHUM i3 HaOLIbII BaXIn-
BUX THTaHb JIICOBOT MONITHKK KpaiHu € ceprudikaiis Jici. [lan-€Bporneiicbka crucrema
ceprudikaliii B kpaiHi € OLIbII YCIIIHO MOpiBHAHO 3 cuctemoro FSC.Haciakom Brutn-
By MDKHapOAHO{ JIiCOBOI MOJIITUKU € CTBOPEHHS Ha JEP:KaBHOMY PiBHI Ta PiBHI OKpeMHX
3emenb Harionanehoi Jlicooi Iporpamu. [ofiero cripsmMmoBaHOr0 Ha3ycTpiy BUMOram cyc-
MiJIbCTBA J10 JIiCiB i JicoBnacuukiB craB Cammit Himewunnu 3 Jlicis, mpoBenenuii y 2002p.

1. The Forest Resources of Germany

Germany possesses large forest resources. Fooxgisabout 10.7 million
hectares, that is about one third of the countigweéler, in relation to the popula-
tion of 80 million people, there are only 0.14 wailable per inhabitant. On avera-

ge, the wooded areas consist of 66 % conifer fer@stl 34 % broadleaved forests.

About 30-40 million cbm wood are harvested eachr;yéee potential amounts to
57 million cbm. Forestry employs about 60.000 peaphd the wood working in-
dustry provides more than 700.000 jobs (cf. BMVHIOZ2).

Forest decline and high nitrogen inputs to the aodl still an important
threat to the forests. Moreover, some extreme tinevents caused a lot of dama-
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ge during recent years. Especially the storms &0Xhd 1999 have to be men-
tioned that resulted in an additional offer of 7#lion cbm and 30 million cbm,
respectively. In regions with a large hoofed garopypation (for example in the
Alps), the forest stands suffer from browsing atiteonegative influences.

2. Forest Organization and Organizational Reforms

Because of the Federal system, the primary redpibitysior the forest re-
sources lies with the Federal States, the so-céldemhder Thus, German forest
policy means 15 different foregblicies However, there are some policies and
programs at federal level. The latter compriseNhgonal Forest Report of 1994, a
Forest Policy Concept of 1996 and a variety ofdtrelated programs in specific
areas, e.g. for the reduction of airborne pollutmonservation of genetic resources
and promotion of renewable resources (BML 2000a).

The overall distribution of ownership is 46 % ptivdorests, 34 % state fo-
rests and 20 % communal forests, i.e. forestsamtperty of towns and commu-
nes. According to latest estimations, the numbegrvfate forest owners amounts
to 1.5 to 1.7 million; about 800.000 of them posdess than one hectare. A spe-
cial situation is given in the eastern part of Gemgnwhere the fivéaenderadmi-
nistrate between 14 and 30 % so-called Treuhandwéldse forests that compri-
sed more than 700.000 ha at the beginning of tf#®ddad been in state ow-
nership during GDR times. Up to now, about 400.08®f these forests have been
restituted or privatized (BMVEL 2001). At the moneim Germany the future of
public forests is discussed intensely (cf. figure 1
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Figure 1. Organizational reforms

Mainly as a consequence of grave deficits in publidgets, during recent
yearsstate foresthave been undergoing deep structural and fundti@farms,
including processes of rationalization, down-sizamgl outsourcing. Staff is redu-
ced at upper (u), medium (m) and lower () levetstbe way to 'lean organiza-
tions'. In some cases, the medium level has beelishbd and a separation bet-
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ween the forest enterprise and the forest autheoitk place (Weber & Thode
2001).

Communal forest enterprisasiffer from unsatisfying revenues, small bud-
gets of the communes, conflicts because of diftarearests of land use, and some
of them want to get rid of state influence in thenfi of obligatory management by
state forest authorities.

With respect trivate ownerswe observe an increasing number of so-cal-
led urban owners with attitudes and values diffgignificantly from the typical
rural forest owner. Very often these new forest essreven do not live in the sur-
roundings of their forests. This results in an emmus challenge for forest exten-
sion, and foresters have to find new ways to fiockas to these owners and to find
out their priorities (cf. Volz & Bieling).

3. Forest Certification and Nature Conservation

In recent yeardorest certificationhas been an important issue of German
forest policy, maybe even the most important o2 fbrest enterprises had to de-
cide if they should join the certification systemtioe Forest Stewardship Council
(FSC), that was strongly advocated by environmesrigdnizations, or the Pan-Eu-
ropean Forest Certification Scheme (PEFC), favoumganost of the state forest
authorities and forest owner associations. Meareytbbth systems have been
introduced, the PEFC being more successful withentban 5.58 million ha (i.e.
52 % of the forested area) certified by April 20B@wever, the FSC succeeded in
convincing some state forest enterprises and walltkh communal forest enterpri-
ses. By stressing ecological and social aspectsstfaertification opened new
ways of influencing forest policy for groups outsithe traditional forest sector.

Nature protection agencies and environmental NG&Yg been increasing
their pressure on forest owners to integrate enwiental issues in forest manage-
ment. At the moment, forest owners in Germany aezexl about the influences
that will arise from the implementation of the Epean Union system of protected
areas calledNatura 2000 Germany is affected with about one third of tbee$t
area. One reason is that several forest typesjdimg beech forests belonging to
the plant associations Luzulo-Fagetum and Aspdralgetum, are listed in the An-
nex 1 of the European Habitat Directive that, tbgetwith the Directive for the
Protection of Birds, forms the legal framework aftbra 2000 (cf. Weber & Chris-
tophersen 2002).

4. Forests, Foresters and Society

As a consequence of developments in internatiamaist policy, the Ger-
man Federal Government and some oflthenderhave initiated\ational Forest
Programmes According to international agreements (e.g. tRE/IFF proposals
for action), NFPs are continuous dialogue processgsdescribe a comprehensive
framework for sustainable development. During thiscess, representatives of
different interest groups, associations and sealmsuss important forest-policy
issues in order to define the expectations plageddeiety in the forest and fo-
restry as well as those placed by the forest owinessciety. While the first part of
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the NFP process was dominated by the Federal MinidtFood, Agriculture and
Forestry (cf. BML 2000b), in the following year tip@wer balance between the
participating actors changed dramatically, and\fEOs even managed that the tit-
le of the process was changed from Nation&esstprogramm to Nationales
Waldprogramm. According to the NGO view, this shouldroi the increasing
meaning of forests for purposes besides wood ptadudn addition to the na-
tional process of developing a NFP, the Laendeabég develop owregional fo-
rest programmesBaden-Wuerttemberg, starting the process in 1883, the first
German Land to take up the new form of forestryodjae, and it ranks among the
top group of countries worldwide that have decidedstart a NFP process
(Anonymous 2000). Other countries, e.g. Bavarie, «dill in the discussion pro-
cess.

Taking into account the increasing demands on ¢hesfs and the forest
owners that have been formulated by society and §l@presenting different
groups of society, the German Forestry Council (FjWdecided to hold &er-
man Summit on Fores(gValdgipfel) last year. The aim was to developeaty of
generations about the future use of forests. Ajhooot all groups did sign the
treaty at the end of the meeting, it can be seengaeat success that it was possib-
le to identify the different interests and demaonéisnany groups, canalize them
and to show the limits of the charge of forest owr{ef. DFWR 2001).

In the context of the 'magic triangle' between $tgeforestry and society,
Germany is undergoing fundamental changes that estamimaginable a few
years ago. The new campaign of the German Assogiafi Forestry (Deutscher
Forstverein) presents some slogans in English EgeguAccording to the authors
of the campaign, this is necessary to address yandgyoung-feeling people and
to enable European and international alliances (R682).

5. Forest Education and Research

Forest Education in Germany has a long traditidre first academic fores-
ters were educated in 1770 in Goettingen, and giB&é forest sciences have been
tought in Tharandt continuously (Moog 2001). Manyeign foresters have grad-
uated in German forest schools and universitieshétmoment, the internationali-
zation of study courses and curricula is a bigdssind Bachelor/Master courses
are being introduced. In addition to this, the jolrket for graduates in forest
sciences has changed completely; only a small amafugraduates finds a job in
the traditional field of forestry. The universitiesme up to that challenge by offe-
ring possibilities of specialization. Forest resbais more and more organized in
multidiscipline research groups. Some importanéaesh issues are ecosystem re-
search; the conversion of pure conifer stands nimteed forests or changes in the
distribution and changes in forest ownership stmas. However, social sciences
have to suffer from a decrease in attention andifun
Conclusions

When we compare the situation of German forestpdietween the 1970s
and today, we can identify some fundamental chaffgpse 2).
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Constellation of Actors in German Forest Policy
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Figure 2. Constellation of Actors in German ForeBolicy

About 30 years ago, the forest policy situation wlaaracterized by strong
state forest authorities (S) and close ties betvedlelypes of forest owners and as-
sociations in the forest cluster. External groupd ho access to this closed net-
work of actors. Today, the 'protective shield’ & working any more. New actors
(especially nature conservation agencies and NGOsational and international
level), have been entering the stage (cf. Webat.&000). The political position
of state forest authorities became weaker. Integemips representing communal
(C) and private forests (P) developed own policies.

Although nature conservation gained more importamc&ermany a wide
separation between production forests and proteétiests, like in New Zealand,
is not likely to happen. It can be assumed thatifaattional forestry will domi-
nate forest policy deliberations in Germany intlear future, too.
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JIMHAMIKA JTE®OJIIAIIL TYBOBHAX JEPEBOCTAHIB JIUCTOT -
PU3AMMU 3AJEXHO BIJ JTOKAJBHHUX YMOB

JlocmipkeHO JTMHAMIKy TOIIKOMKeHb yOOBHX HAaca/UKeHb JIMCTOTPHU3aMU Ha
12 npoOHux miomax Ha MiBHIiYHOMY cXoni XapkiBcbkoi obmacti. BeranoBneno, mo Ha
aMIUTITYy#y Ta piBeHb Aedyorianii BIUIMBAIOTH JIICOPOCIMHHI yMOBH, iCTOpif CHATaxiB Ta
MPOBE/ICHHS BHHUIIYBAJIBHHUX 3aX0/IB.

V. Meshkova

Dynamics of oak stands damage by insect-defoliatodependence of local
conditions
Dynamics of oak stands damage by insect-defoliatass studied in 12 sample plots

in the northern-east part of Kharkov region. It wstated that forest site conditions,
outbreak and control measures history have impadefoliation level and amplitude.

[NomkomKeHHs JIMCTOBOTO arnapaTy IepeB KoMaxaMy Bifirpae 3Ha4Hy poJib
y TIOTipLIaHHI CTaHy Haca/LKEHb, 3HIDKEHHI 1X MPHUPOCTY, a y BUMAAKY CHIBLHOTO
6araropa3zoBoro o0'ifaHHs MPU3BOAMTE 10 BCUXaHHA IEPEBOCTaHIB.

BcraHoBneHo, 1O cnanaxyu MacoBOTO PO3MHOXEHHS KOMax-aedomiaTopiB
PO3BHMBAIOTLCA Y MEBHI MEPiOAM LMKIY COHSAYHOI aKTUBHOCTI, 1O MiATBEPIKEHO
icropu4HO-reorpadiuHUM aHaNTi30M ITMHAMIiKK ocepeKiB wkinHukis [3, 4. Hespa-
KalOUM Ha CUHXPOHHICTh MepiofliB MacoBOro PO3MHOXKEHHA KOMax y BiljaleHux
ToYKax 3eMHOT KyJii, HMOBIpHiCTb IX BUHUKHEHHS Billpi3HAEThCS Yy pi3HUX oOJsac-
TsX VKpaiHd, 1o o0yMOBICHO, HacaMmIiepel, KiliMaThaHuME (akropamu [5]. [Tpu
LIbOMY B KOHKPETHOMY HacaIKeHHi HMOBIpHICTb PO3BUTKY CrajlaxiB OKPEeMHUX BH-
IiB KOMax 0oOyMOBIeHa SIK X 0i0JIOTIYHMMH OCOONMBOCTAMHU Ta KOHKYPEHTHUMH
B3a€MOBITHOCHHAMM, TaK i JIOKAIbHUMH YMOBaMmHu [2, .

V wiit poboTi My 3pobunu crpoOy BU3HAUMTHU JIOKAIBHI YMHHUKH, IO 3Y-
MOBJIIOIOTh BiIMIHHOCTI Y JWHaMILli OIIKO/HKEHb TyOOBHX JI€PEBOCTaHIB JIUCTOT-
pu3aMu.

Jlnst aHasi3y BUKOPHUCTaHI MacuBY IaHWX 3 MOLIKOKEHHS TyOOBHX Hacam-
KEeHb JINCTOTPU3aMH, OJiepKaHi y mepiox OaraTopiyHMX CrocTepexeHb Ha Mpoo-
Hux mowax ([I1I1), po3ramoBaHux y HaripHili yacTuHi miBHIYHOTO cxomy Xap-
KiBchbKO1 oOmacti i 3akmamennx M.I. [Ipokonenko Ha mouatky 70X pokiB y Jlu-
neupkoMy JicHuuTBi Januniscekoro JJIT (I 1-3), Kyn'sitHcbkoMy JiCHULITBI
Kyn'saepkoro JJIT (TIIIT 4-5) Ta XKoTHeBOoMY JicHuuTBi BoBuaHchkoro JJIT'
(TITIIT 6-12). Ha nux IIIIT mopiuHo BpaxoByeThes piBeHb nedomialii, cTaHy Ha-
calpKeHb Ta BiJmaxy AepeB, 1O A03BOJIMIIO 3'ACYBAaTH A€AKi 3aKOHOMipPHOCTI BILUIH-
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