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This report aimed at mapping the actors active
in forest disturbance risk management, from
civil security to forest managers and research
actors, in the whole disaster risk management
cycle, taking into account the multilevel and
multisectoral system dealing with forest
disturbances.

One or two experts in forest risk management
per country were approached to complete
the survey. The answers were collected for 21
countries. Data were summarized in tables
by type of information. The data concerning
governmental actors, land managers, and
associations were represented with visual
representation for every country through two
A survey was conducted within the SURE project main tools:
to explore the existing forest risk management
system in each European country. The survey
was divided into two parts: the first one explored 1. Organization charts were made, indicating
name, role and interdependencies of actors,
the main local, regional, and national actors
highlighting the type of disturbance covered
(their role and their key position) involved in
by each actor.
disturbance risk management at governmental,
land managerial, and associational levels.
The second part identified the main actors 2. Stakeholder maps were prepared to identify
the different levels (governmental, land
involved in communication, education and
management, and association) of actors.
training, investigating what are their roles and
The stakeholder map was developed based
the available means of communication and
on the example of public, internal and
education.
external stakeholders mapping in drought
monitoring1.
Common attributes describing the forest
disturbance risk management in different
countries were then extracted from the
answers provided by the experts (Table 1).
Based on these, similarities and differences in
the
organizational
structure
of
forest
disturbance risk management can be identified
for the European countries taken in
consideration.

1 Clark, A.J., McGowen, I.M., Crean, J.J., Lines-Kelly, R., Wang, B., 2016. STAGE 1 : ENHANCED DROUGHT INFORMATION SYSTEM
NSW DPI Combined Drought Indicator. Technical Report. NSW Department of Primary Industries
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Country profiles

Boreal countries

Table 1 Country profile and attributes describing the governance structure, divided by bioclimatic zones

Country

Centralized or
decentralized risk
management and
2
tiers involved

Are defence
and civil
protection
systems
separated?
3
Yes

Specialized groups in certain
type of disturbances

Responsible
Ministry/Ministries in forest
disturbance management

Finland

Decentralized with
some centralized
elements (3 tiers)

Insect outbreaks

Ministry of Agriculture and
Forestry

Norway

Decentralized with
some centralized
elements (3 tiers)

No

Insurance companies for fire
and storms, and fire safety
associations.

Ministry of Agriculture and
Food; Petroleum and Energy;
Justice and Public Security

United
Kingdom

Decentralized with
some centralized
elements (2 tiers)
Decentralized with
some centralized
elements (2 tiers)
Decentralized (3 tiers)

Yes

Special group for fires

Ministry of Environment

Yes

Special actors for storms and
biotic risks

Ministry of Environment and
Food

Yes

-

-

Czech
Republic

Decentralized with
some centralized
elements (3 tiers)

No

Actors specialized in research
on insects and fire suppression

Ministry of Agriculture; Interior;
Environment

France

Centralized with some
decentralized
elements (4 tiers)

Yes

Actors specialized in biotic,
windstorm and fire risk

Ministry of Agriculture;
Interior; Environment

Switzerland

Decentralized (3 tiers)

Yes

Croatia

Centralized with some
decentralized
elements (2 tiers)

No

Federal Office for the
Environment, Agriculture and
Civil Protection
Ministry of Agriculture; Interior

Latvia

Centralized (2 tiers)

No

Operational and coordination
actors for wildfire and Bark
beetle
Coordinator actor for
mountain disaster (storm,
landslide, bark beetle); Specific
research actor on Bark beetle;
Specific Operational actors for
wildfire
Yes: State Plant Protection
Service for insects’ research.
Silava is general

Hungary

Centralized (2 tiers)

-

-

Ukraine

Centralized (3 tiers)

-

Slovenia

Decentralized with
some centralized
elements (1 tiers)

No

Groups specialized in fire,
storms and insects
Response coordination groups
for ice and wind break

Temperate Continental countries

Temperate Oceanic countries

Denmark
Germany

Ministry of Agriculture, Food
and Forestry; Interior;
Environmental Protection and
Regional Development
Ministry of Agriculture
Ministry of Agriculture;
Environment
Ministry of Agriculture, Food
and Forestry; Interior;
Defence

2 Tiers indicate how many subdivisions are existing under the national one. Two tiers refer to, e.g.,
regions and counties/municipalities. Three tiers indicate regions, sub regions/provinces, and
municipalities, and four tiers can involve Regions, Departments, Arrondissements, Cantons.
3
army is involved only in extraordinary emergencies
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Mediterranean countries

Serbia

Centralized (2 tiers)

Yes

Specific actors for biotic risk

Romania

Centralized with some
decentralized
elements (2 tiers)

No

Research for bark beetle and
coordination actors for
droughts and floods

Poland

Centralized (3 tiers)

Yes

No

Belarus

Centralized (2 tiers)

Yes

Groups specialized in fire,
storms and insects

Lithuania

Centralized (3 tiers)

-

No

Greece

Centralized (3 tiers)

-

Group specialized in insects

Italy

Decentralized with
some centralized
elements (3 tiers)

No

Groups specialized in fires

Ministry of Agriculture; Defence

Portugal

Decentralized with
some centralized
elements (3 tiers)
Decentralized with
some centralized
elements (3 tiers)

No

Specific operational actors for
wildfire

Ministry of Environment
and Action Climate; Interior

No

Specific actors for wildfire
operations, risk awareness and
knowledge exchange

Ministry of Agriculture;
Ecological Transition; Interior;
Territory

Spain

Ministry of Agriculture Forest
and Water Management;
Environmental Protection 4;
Interior
Ministry of Environment;
Agriculture; National Defence;
Internal Affairs
Ministry of Environment;
Agriculture
Ministry of Natural Resources
and Environmental Protection;
Emergency situations; Forestry
Ministry of Environment;
Agriculture
Ministry of Rural development
and Food; Environment

Ministry of Agriculture (biotic, wildfire and windstorm risks) and Ministry of Environmental Protection
(drought and climate changes)
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Observations on governance
structures and roles of forest
disturbance risk management
actors
Switzerland and Germany are characterized
by a decentralized disturbance management
organization. The state has the responsibility of
warning, coordinating, educating, and providing
expertise, while the regions and municipality
are responsible for the operational part. The
development of guidelines happens on a canton
by canton or federal state by federal state basis,
which are autonomous and supported by working
groups (as the association Waldwirtschaft Schweiz
in Switzerland). The autonomy of the cantons,
however, may limit the impact of the cross-sectoral
adaptation plans. Several countries were defined
as “decentralized with some centralized elements”:
Finland, Norway, United Kingdom, Czech
Republic, Slovenia, Italy, Portugal, and Spain.
These countries devolve the forestry competence
to subnational or regional levels and present “selforganizing” structures ensuring flexible response
to challenges. However, centralized elements
can still be found for instance in Italy where the
responsibility and the coordination of provincial
and municipal entities is not yet well-defined
and cause shortcomings in the operations. The
Czech Republic municipalities can develop their
own Civil Protection plan, however, when a crisis
happens across regions, the responsibility for
decision making and management is moved to
higher administrative levels. The United Kingdom
does not have region. Instead, the devolved
administration equivalents in Wales, Scotland,
and Northern Ireland are supported by the civil
service workforce in crisis management.
In Spain, the state has the function of
coordinating national protocols and legislation.
Groups engaged in operational activities are
coordinated by the Ministry, for instance, the
Forest Fire Fighting Committee. NGOs, forest
owners, and others are represented through the
Environmental Advisory Council, belonging to the
ministry. On the other hand, formal and informal
local groups representing private stakeholders
and experts are not common. The Czech Republic
regions, on the contrary, have the so-called

“calamity teams” involving experts, forest owners
and civil servants specialized in the disturbance
affecting their region. Slovenia has also “disaster
response coordination groups” established in
the 2014 ice break and 2017 wind breaks. These
groups coordinate several stakeholders as the
Slovenia Forestry Service, Chamber of Agriculture
and Forestry of Slovenia (CAFS), Slovenian Forest
Owners Association, Slovenian Forestry Institute,
Forestry inspection, Slovenian State Forests,
and others. This type of structure implies also
a bottom-up approach that characterizes the
countries listed above.
Denmark is organized on a decentralized
basis with three levels of governance, central,
regional and municipal (municipalities are
not subordinated to regions). At national level,
the individual ministers are responsible, within
their own respective fields of administration, for
planning and taking the necessary measures for
civil preparedness.
The forest disturbance management in Finland
has two main actors. The Finnish Forest Center
enforces the “Forest Damage Prevention Act” and
assesses the extent of the damage and inform
the Ministry of agriculture, authorities, and media.
The emergency response centre (under the
Ministry of Interior) prevents accident, rescues,
and inform authorities about the accident having
local, regional and national tiers.
Countries defined as “centralized with some
elements decentralized” are France, Romania,
and Croatia. France has a specialized agency
for crisis response at the national level, but not
at the regional level. However, some agencies
and organizations have regional branches as the
Consulting assembly at the national level “Conseil
Supérieur de la Forêt et du Bois”, can be consulted
by the Ministry of Agriculture and Environment
about regional risk issues through the “Conseil
Régional de la Forêt et du Bois”.
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In Romania, the process differs by disturbance,
but the forest owners do not have particular
responsibilities, besides reporting on an
emergency. For instance, in case of fires, the
forester would inform the forest directorate
and the county inspectorate on the emergency
and would then receive support from the
higher levels. Regarding floods, the county
council, the prefecture, and the municipality
would work together.
Croatian Civil Protection is organized on the
state level. The Ministry of Interior develop
plans, prevention activities, and coordinate
organizations and regions. The regional offices
work more on the operational level, ensuring
active protection and prevention during and
after the hazard. The municipalities make risk
assessments and ensure communication with
locals during the recovery period.
The other countries with a centralized basis
present also a top-down approach. In Latvia,
only small forest areas are managed by
municipalities. Thus, the State Forest are mainly
managed by LVM. Only the municipality of
Riga has a large forest ownership, through
the “Rigas Mezi” enterprise. The ministries
have the role of coordination, organization
of civil protection and announcement
of emergency situation. The State Plant
Protection Service performs official control
on plants and collaborates with international
organizations. The civil protection plan is
developed by municipalities and the State Fire
Service coordinates and performs firefighter
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work. Research is conducted by the national
institute.
In Poland, the national stakeholders are
represented at provincial and district level
involving a top down decision-making process.
Cooperation at the national level between the
National Headquarters of the State Fire Service
and the General Directorate of State Forests is
governed by a bilaterally signed agreement.
There are no such agreements at the levels
below. An example of voluntary practice at
the regional level is the establishment of a
“task force” between the representatives two
of Regional Directorates of State Forests and
two of Provincial Headquarters of the State
Fire Service, who can propose joint solutions
and innovation at the national level.

Observations on Communication and
Education addressees and means
There is a variety of communication means used
by the actors involved in forest disturbances.
These means of communication aim to reach
public audience, tourists, policy makers, forest
owners, scientists, etc.Media, including TV, radio,
and press releases are highly used to reach the
general public, forest visitors, forest owners
and enterprises. This type of communication
is used for two main purposes: early warning
systems and awareness raising on the risks.
Websites are used to reach different type of
stakeholders. Conversely, experts exchange by
emails, newsletters and SMSs which are not
that common. Policy briefs and reports are
mainly used by research institutes to reach
policy makers.

Education activities in forest disturbance risk
management reported in the survey included
training to forestry staff, private forest owners
and enterprises. France, Switzerland, Serbia,
Poland, Norway, and Portugal provide
training also to firefighters and plant health
inspectors through fire schools or forest health
departments. The general public is usually
reached through online platforms, conferences,
publications, workshops, and newsletters by
the forest service, universities and research
institutions.

Figure 1 Education and training addressees in forest disturbance
management across Europe, according to the survey. Respondents could
select 1 to 5 addressees. Besides public, forestry staff and emergency
staff, also scientists and students were mentioned in the survey
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Disclaimer: This information was compiled based on responses from individual experts between
April and June 2020. We do not have any official confirmation of the information provided.
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