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1. Introduction

Forests cover around 47.6% of Austria’s part-time farmers (also 20%), small-towners

territory (3.99 mio ha out of 8.4 mio ha land).
Forest area has been increasing since the
first inventory period (44% forest cover in the
1960’s) (BMLFUW 2015). This trend is
caused by afforested agricultural land and it is
decreasing (growth rate of 4.300 ha/year
recently). With a total population of around
8.1 mio citizens, it means roughly 0.5 ha of
forests per citizen. Two thirds of Austria’s
population is living in cities.

Much stronger than the increase in forest
area is the increase in growing stock: While in
the 1960’s, Austrian forests had 780 mio m*
of wood (over bark), this is around 1,135 mio
today.

Half of Austria’s forests are properties below
200 ha, many of them farmers. Private forest
owners hold 80% or 2.6 million ha of the
forestland. Public forests are mostly owned
by the Republic of Austria, managed by the
Federal Forests SC (around 15% of total
forest land in Austria). There is a mix of
traditional and non-traditional small scale
forest owners in Austria. One aspect of the
ongoing structural change in the agricultural
sector in Austria is the increase of non-farm
forest owners, also called absentee, urban,
non-traditional or “unknown” forest owners
(UFOs) — as the forest extension services
often have no contact with them.

There are approximately 145.000 forest
owners in Austria. 1.5% of these own more
than half of all forestland, with an average
size of about 1.200 ha, about 99% of all
proprietors hold less than 200 ha of forestland
and almost 40% hold less than 3 ha.

In a representative forest owner survey and
by applying a cluster analysis, Hogl et al.
(2005) have found seven types of private
owners, ranging from more traditional and
agriculture-connected to less traditional
owners with less agricultural background:
farmer forest owners (some 20% of owners),

with rural background (12%), forest owners
previously employed in agriculture (16%),
farm leavers (10%), urban forest owners (9%)
and owners without connection to agriculture
(13%). In sum, one third of owners have
practically no connection to agriculture or
forestry. For them, working in and deriving
income from their forests is of little
importance. The authors summarise these
under the term of “new forest owners”.

In professional debates, the trend for
increased shares of new forest owners is
seen as being problematic in the view of
underutilisation of the forest. If owners are not
interested or have no time and capacities for
management, wood is not utilised for
industrial use with implications for the strong
Austrian timber and paper industry as well as
for producing wood energy.

Fewer implications are seen for recreational
use or for nature conservation goals.

2. Methods

2.1. General approach

The country report aims to give a
comprehensive overview of forest ownership
issues in the country, based on a mix of
methods. These include a review of literature
and secondary data and the expert
knowledge of the authors.

Data include quantitative data (from official
statistics and scientific studies) as well as
gualitative data (own expert knowledge,
expert interviews and results from studies). A
literature review describes the state-of-
knowledge in Austria and contributes to a
European scale state-of-art report. Case
examples are used for illustration and to gain
a better understanding of mechanisms of
change and of new forest owner types. The
data and case study analyses provided in the
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country reports will be analysed in
subsequent stages of the COST Action.

2.2. Methods used

In the data collection, a mix of appropriate
methods is applied. For practical reasons the
methods of data collection are divided into
three groups:

1) Literature reviews to answer qualitative
data and give overview assessments;

2) Statistical data, e.g. from national forest
inventories

3) Data from previous national or regional
studies on forest ownership as far as they
exist, for answering gquantitative questions
on new forest ownership

4) Expert interviews/consultation for
answering qualitative data, give overview
assessments, and provide case examples;
own expert knowledge.

Besides of scientific studies and statistical
data, also own expert knowledge was used
for writing this report as well as expert
consultations. In addition, the following parts
were written on the basis of expert
consultations: part I, chapters 3 and 4 (Prof.
Gottfried Holzer, BOKU; Dr. Stephan Probst,
Neudorfer Rechtsanwélte; Dr. Christian
Urban, LBG and BOKU; Mag. M. Erasimus,
NO Landwirtschaftskammer, Mag. Mario
Deutschmann, Land- und Forstbetriebe
Osterreich; Dr. Peter Herbst, Karntner
Agrarbehdrde), chapter 7 (Martina Détzl,
Statistik Osterreich) and chapter 9 (Dr. Peter
Herbst, Karntner Agrarbehdrde).

3. Literature review on forest
ownership in change

The COST Action national representatives
undertook a review and compiled information
on changes in forest ownership in their
countries based on peer reviewed and grey
academic literature, including reports and
articles in national languages and official
statistics, formal guidance or advisory notes
from official websites, etc.

The scope of the literature review was as
follows:

e Forest ownership change (with a
specific focus on new forest ownership
types), private forest owners’ motives
and behaviour, management
approaches for new forest owner types,

and related policies and policy
instruments.
The 8 most relevant publications were

selected from the collected literature and
described according to a pre-determined
format and included in the Annex to the full
single country report available at the COST
Action FP1201 FACESMAP  website
(http://facesmap.boku.ac.at/index.php/library2
/cat_view/94-country-reports).

The literature review considers the following
guestions:

e Which research frameworks and
research approaches are used by
researchers?

¢ What forms of new forest ownership
types have been identified?

e Do any of these have specific forest
management approaches?

e Which policies possibly influence
ownership changes in the country and
which policy instruments are directed at
the needs of new forest owner types?

3.1. Research framework and
research approaches

Forest ownership has traditionally been
studied from a business economics
perspective (e.g. Sekot, 2001). Only recently
also other approaches discovered private
forest ownership as a study object, including
sociological and policy science (e.g., Hogl et
al. 2005), market studies (e.0.,
Schwarzbauer, 2005a and b) and innovation
research (e.g. Rametsteiner et al. 2003).
While business economics still focus their
work on traditional large and small forest
holdings, the newer social science
approaches also look at new forest owner
types, their motives and behaviour. A certain
special focus thereby is put on their attitudes
towards wood production and related forest
management services by service
organisations because national and EU policy
has a strong interest in wood supply (wood
mobilisation).
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Studies are almost exclusively done at the
University of Natural Resources and Life
Sciences, Vienna. Contributions are done at
the Department of Economics and Social
Sciences and by various institutes: Institute of
Forest, Environmental and Natural Resource
Policy (forest owners motives and behaviour,
policy instruments), Institute of Agricultural
and Forest Economics (business economics),
Institute of Marketing and Innovation (market
studies), and Institute of Production
Economics (wood logistics). An important
impulse was given by a research group at the
Institute of Forest, Environmental and Natural
Resource Policy which is also part of the
European Forest Institute. This research
group started as EFlI Project Centre
INNOFORCE and is now institutionalised as
EFI Regional Office for Central-East
European Countries (EFICEEC). Other
organisations include the joint research
centre Kompetenzzentrum Wood K-plus
GmbH (market studies) and the University of
Applied Sciences Wiener Neustadt
(marketing strategies for forest management
services).

The funding is partly national (national studies
as well as the financing of the EFI Regional
Office EFICEEC), partly European (EC DG
AGRI for the tender on Prospects for the
market supply of wood and other forest
products from areas with fragmented forest-
ownership structures).

The research approaches include
sociological, policy science, economics and
market studies (for an overview see Weiss et
al.,, 2007). Quantitative surveys of forest
owners as well as qualitative methods (in-
depth interviews, focus group discussion) are
used. The surveys mastly cover the whole of
Austria but include also regional case studies.

The major results are typological studies of
private forest owners that include non-
traditional owner types (Hogl et al. 2005).
These types form a sequence, ranging from
forest owners with a strong agricultural
background to forest owners with no
agricultural background at all. The types
without agricultural background markedly
differ in their behaviour in various respects,
e.g. in their use of the forest or in their
interest in forest-related information. When
looking at private forest owners’ attitudes
towards wood production and the possible

use of forest management services from
service organisations, they fall into two rough
groups: farmers and non-farmers (Weiss et
al. 2006). The main instruments applied by
policy practice to reach and influence small
forest owners are advice and cooperation
models. The institutional actors, however,
hardly orient their public relations activities
towards new/non-traditional forest owner
types and their different characteristics in
comparison to the traditional owners
(Rametsteiner et al. 2003; Weiss et al. 2010;
Stern et al. 2013).

For a critical assessment, it can be said that
all themes of the COST Action FACESMAP
are covered by previous studies in Austria,
however, not all in detail. One result of the
previous studies is that little is known about
new or non-traditional forest owner types,
both in research and practice. The main gaps
seem to be the following:

1. New management approaches with a view
to non-traditional owner types hardly exist
in practice.

2. There are hardly any policy instruments
oriented at new or non-traditional owner
types. In general, there is little knowledge
about new types of forest owners, which
kind of forest management they would
wish, and which instruments would
effectively reach them.

3.2. New forest ownership types

A main result is the detailed typology from
Hogl et al. (2005) which based on a
representative survey and by means of
cluster analysis presents seven types of
forest owners: Farmer forest owners 20%,
Part-time farmers 20%, Small-owners with
rural background 12%, Forest owners
previously employed in agriculture 16%, Farm
leavers 10%, Urban forest owners 9%, Forest
owners without connection to agriculture
13%.

Unfortunately, and because of the method
used, the forest area cannot be given for
these types, nor a trend or regional
differences. The study says, however, that
the trend is increasing shares of non-
traditional (non-agricultural) types.

The study distinguishes “new ownership” from
traditional ownership by a number of



AUSTRIA

COST Action FP1201 FACESMAP Country Report

structural attributes: living in cities or in rural
areas (“urban owners”), how far they live from
their forests (“absentee” owners), if they
manage a farm (“non-farm owners”), and
other characteristics regarding their relation to
agriculture, including if they grew up on a
farm, if they have an agricultural education,
and if they work in the field of agriculture and
forestry (Hogl et al. 2005). This and the
related study by Weiss et al. (2006) says that
non-traditional owners do not regularly
harvest timber but they often use the forest
for their own fire wood. The main difference in
their behaviour across all owners is between
farm owners and non-farmers: Farmers are
more income oriented, non-farmers value
more the social values of their forests (Weiss
et al. 2006).

3.3. Forest management
approaches

Two main approaches are discussed in
practice: a joint management of (small) forest
properties (forest owner cooperatives or
associations) and third party management
services such as management planning,
harvesting and marketing (Weiss et al.,
2006). In fact, these approaches are however
rather oriented towards traditional owners and
hardly take into account the characteristics of
new owner types. According to expert
interviews (Weiss et al. 2010), the following
measures are most important in practice: 1.
Personal, individual high quality on-site
assistance and advisory service for
fragmented forest owners; 2. Public relations
work to emphasize and improve the value
and image of forestry in public opinion; 3.
Improving and enforcing of GIS-systems for
exact quantification of wood potential for
Austria; 4. Transparency in timber supply
chain; 5. Establishing new communications
path to provide specific prepared information
for each fragmented forest owner type.

3.4. Policy change / policy
instruments

The appearance of the “new ownership” types
is explained by social change rather than by
policies (Hogl et al. 2005). The main
mechanisms are agricultural change and a
change in lifestyle.

There are hardly any policy instruments
directed at new forest owner types. As said
under point 3 on forest management
approaches, wood mobilisation measures are
mostly directed towards traditional owner
types, although other types are also meant to
be covered (Weiss et al. 2010). For traditional
institutional forestry actors it seems difficult to
see the different social characteristics of
urban (non-traditional) owners. Therefore, the
success/effectiveness is very limited.

The main problem perceived is the good
supply of the forest industry with raw material,
and the main challenge connected to new or
fragmented owner types is “how to reach
them” with mobilisation campaigns or forest
management services (Weiss et al. 2010).
Therefore, these new types are often called
UFOs (“Unknown Forest Owners”). In
simplified form, the main solution applied or
aimed at in policy practice is advisory
services. Forest policy representatives
believe that they are successful with their
advisory services and see limitations in their
budgetary  and personnel capacities
(interviews and workshop result, Weiss et al.
2010). Besides of their limited resources, the
main hindering factor is seen in the lack of
property and forest site data which hampers
management and mobilization activities
(Weiss et al. 2010). The activities planned
are: Implementing GIS-Systems to realize
potential harvestable forest stands
(Database); Increase of personal on-site
assistance and advisory services (Trust and
Information, Realisation); Improvement and
intensification of forest cooperation and
chamber network; Setting workshops and
awareness activities (Trust, Information and
Realisation); Public relations work (Weiss et
al. 2010). Researchers strongly recommend
developing very specific measures when
addressing non-traditional owner types
because of their distinct values and goals
connected with their properties (Hogl et al.
2005; Weiss et al. 2006; Weiss et al. 2010).

4. Forest ownership

The aim of this chapter is to give a detailed
overview of forest ownership in the Austria.
The most detailed information at national
level is often structured in different ways in
different countries. In order to show the most
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accurate information, it was decided to use
the national data sets in the country reports.
To make this information more comparable
still, the information is also collected in an
international format that is used in the Forest
Resources Assessments (FRA) by FAO. The
transfer from national data sets to
international definitions is, however, not
always easy. This report therefore critically
assesses how far the national categories and
definitions may be transformed into the

international FRA data structure and the
extent to which there are inconsistencies
between them.

4.1. Forest ownership structure
4.1.1. National data set

Private forest ownership dominates in Austria
with around 81% (Table 1).

Table 1: Forest ownership structure in Austria 2010 (source: BMLFUW, 2015)

Ownership ha %
Private forests under 200 ha 1.778.024 48.20
Private forests over 200 ha 784.347 21.26
Common rural property 402.746 10.92
Communal property 76.420 2.07
Provincial governments property 69.002 1.87
Austrian Federal Forests SC and other public forests 578.556 15.68
Total 3.689.095 100

Remark: Private forests include church forest ownership.

The first three categories of the classification
are considered to be private forest owner
types. Church forests are included in the first
two lines. The category of common rural
property is a traditional form of joint
ownership by local farm stead’s. It can be
regarded an old common land ownership type
although modernised. It is in fact a semi-
private category as it is protected by law and
administered by a specific authority.

Public forests are traditionally categorized in
Austria into the three administrative levels:
communal or municipal (local governments),

provinces, and national. On national level,
almost all forests are managed by the
Austrian Federal Forests SC (Osterreichische
Bundesforste AG) and only smaller shares
are under other administrative sectors (e.g.,
the ministries of defence and of transport).

In the quite simplified overview, it seems that
the national data were transferred into the
FRA categories in an appropriate way (Table
2), although the classification schemes differ
slightly. The here used English term of
“Common rural property” is the FRA term of
private forests owned by “local communities”.

Table 2: Forest ownership structure according to the Forest Resource Assessment (FRA)

FRA 2010 Categories (2005) (1ggéehset§;erzs) (%)
Public ownership 751 19.45
Private ownership 3111 80.55
...of which owned by individuals 2124 54.99
...of which owned by private business entities and institutions 607 15.72
...of which owned by local communities 380 9.84
...of which owned by indigenous/ tribal communities 0 0
Other types of ownership 0 0
TOTAL 3862 100

4.2. Unclear or disputed forest
ownership
In the province of the Tyrol, it seems that

between 1950’'s and 1970's in many
municipalities, forest and agricultural land of

municipalities was

agricultural communities.

unlawfully given to
This had been

criticised by the highest Austrian court
(Verfassungsgerichtshof) in 1982 and 2008
(Rechnungshof 2010). In total it is about an
area of some 2000 ha. The case has been
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settled by law in 2014 (Amendment of the

Tyrolean Agrarian Law —  Tiroler
Flurverfassungslandesgesetz) which is
currently being implemented. In the new

regulation, the relation between the
agricultural communities (that have use rights
in the forests) and the municipalities (who are
the property owners) is newly defined: the
forest land is transferred to the municipalities
but the management is done by the
communities.

4.3. Legal provisions on buying
or inheriting forests

4.3.1. Legal restrictions for buying
or selling forests

In Austria, there are restrictions for
buying/selling agricultural and forest land at
least in two respects: buyers should be
farmers, and farms or forest parcels should
not become too fragmented.

1. Buyers must be farmers or must have
an adequate education in order to be able
to manage the agricultural or forestry
land appropriately (landwirtschaftliches
Grundverkehrsrecht). Details differ
between the federal provinces
(Grundverkehrsgesetze). The aim of this
regulation is to maintain the agricultural or
forestry use of the land. The EU influenced
this regulation recently in that way that an
acquisition cannot be forbidden if the buyer
can prove the management by a tenant. The
regulation is not undisputed and there seems
to be a trend to a more liberal
regulation/interpretation. In practice, each
transfer has to be approved by a commission
(Grundverkehrskommission). One principle is
that a priority is given to neighbouring farmers
if they are interested to buy before a buyer
without education may buy (Interview Urban).
Neighbours may through this hinder the
acquisition by a non-farmer; if they want to
buy the land they only need to pay what is
normally seen as adequate and not more,
even if the non-farmer would have paid more
(Interview Probst; Erasimus). Furthermore,
there are restrictions for foreigners buying
agricultural land or forest.

2. Another restriction, in some provinces, is
that farms are not allowed to sell off parcels if
the remaining farm holding would be too

small to be profitable/able to support a family
(e.g., Tiroler Hofegesetz, see also next item).
Specifically for forest land, the Austrian
Forest Act provides that forest parcels may
not be divided into parcels too small for a
regular management (Forstgesetz, 815
Waldteilung). This minimum area is specified
in the provincial laws mostly around 1 ha.
(Literature: Lienbacher 2012; Holzer 2012)

4.3.2. Specific inheritance (or
marriage) rules applied to
forests

In Austria, there are special regulations on
inheritance of agricultural land (including
forests). In general, Austrian law says that —
in those regions where this has been done by
tradition —  traditional farm  holdings
(“Erbhofe”) should not be divided but given as
a whole to only one heir (so-called
Anerbenrecht in contrast to Realteilung).
Specific regulations are given in the laws of
the federal provinces. These special
regulations on farms differ from general
inheritance rules and are therefore called
“special inheritance rules” (“Sondererbfolge”).
The aim is to maintain farm holdings big
enough to support a farm family and to be
profitable as a full farm. (Wikipedia:
Anerbenrecht, Realteilung)

This regulation implies that the passed on
farm is not valued by market prices but less
(earning capacity value, Ertragswert) so that
the inheritor is able to pay out the other
apparent heirs. Forest land, if part of a farm,
is included into this regulation (Interviews
Urban; Probst). Pure forest holdings,
however, are not subject to this regulation at
the moment; there are suggestions to include
also family forest holdings (Interview
Erasimus). It may be possible also that part of
the forest land is divided among the heirs if
these parcels are not seen as being part of
the “core farm” (they are called wandering
parcels — ,walzende“ Grundstiicke; Interview
Urban). It is a common practice that if the
farm is given to one heir, single forest parcels
are given to the other heirs as compensation.
The above mentioned principle from 815 FG
(Waldteilung) applies as well: the passed on
forest parcels should not be smaller than 1
ha. If the estate is given as an entity, they are
taxed by a lower value, if cut off parcels are
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passed on, their full value (including the
stocking timber) is taxed.

4.4. Changes of the forest
ownership structure in last
three decades

4.4.1. Changes between public and
private ownership

In Austria there is no relevant change
between public and private ownership. The
Austrian Federal Forests SC (Osterreichische
Bundesforste AG) buy and sell forests to a
small extent (around 1000 ha per year but
without much change of their total area). So
does also, for instance, the City of Vienna.
Smaller changes happened as described
under point 2.

4.4.2. Changes within public
ownership categories
(devolution)

Within public ownership categories (e.g.,
state, public administration or corporations
owned by public administration) the only
significant change was the re-organisation of
the Austrian Federal Forests into a public
company (stock company) in the year 1997,
100% owned by the Republic of Austria
(Bundesforstegesetz 1996, BGBI.  Nr.
793/1996).

4.4.3. Changes in private ownership
categories

Within private forest ownership: There is not a
very active forest land market in Austria. The
major change is the growing share of “new” or
“non-agricultural”  forest owners. The
agricultural sector has been undergoing
structural change in recent decades; many
farms have been closed and the share of
farms operated on a full-time basis has

decreased in favour of part-time farmers.
When a family gives up its farm, a ‘new’ type
of forest ownership is established, in which
the forest is no longer directly connected to
agriculture. About 80% of Austrian farms
count forests as part of their land. But the
number of farm enterprises decreased from
about 400,000 in 1960 to about 220,000 in
1999. There is also a clear trend towards
part-time farming: in 1960 two-thirds of
Austrian farms were operated on a full-time
basis and one-third was operated part-time;
this ratio is now reversed (Statistics Austria
2001). (Hogl et al. 2005a: 325). A cautious
look into the future is discussed in Hogl et al.
2005b: 15% of the surveyed farmers say that
they already know that their farm will not be
maintained in future.

4.4.4. Main trends of forest
ownership change

Across Europe, the following drivers for
ownership changes had been identified in the
COST Action:

e Privatization, or restitution, of forest
land (giving or selling state forest land
to private people or bodies)

e Privatization of public forest
management (introduction of private
forms of management, e.g. state owned
company)

e New private forest owners who have
bought forests

e New forest ownership  through
afforestation of formerly agricultural or
waste lands

e Changing life style, motivations and
attitudes of forest owners (e.g. when
farms are given up or heirs are not
farmers any more).

The relevance of these drivers in the Austria
context is presented in following table.
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Trends in forest ownership in the Austria: New forest ownership through... Significance*
e Privatization, or restitution, of forest land (giving or selling state forest land to private people 0

or bodies)
e Privatization of public forest management (introduction of private forms of management, 1
e.g. state owned company)
e New private forest owners who have bought forests 1
o New forest ownership through afforestation of formerly agricultural or waste lands 0
e Changing life style, motivations and attitudes of forest owners (e.g. when farms are given up 3
or heirs are not farmers any more)
e Other trend, namely: /

* 0 (not relevant); 1 (to some extent); 2 (rather important); 3 (highly important)

CASE STUDY 1: PRIVATIZATION OF PUBLIC FOREST MANAGEMENT
Re-organisation of the Austrian Federal Forests into a public company (stock company) in the year 1997: Austrian
Federal Forests SC (Osterreichische Bundesforste AG).

CASE STUDY 2: CHANGING LIFE STYLE, MOTIVATIONS AND ATTITUDES OF FOREST OWNERS

Based on a representative survey and by means of cluster analysis, seven types of forest owners are identified in
the study of Hogl et al (2005a, b). These types form a sequence, ranging from forest owners with a strong
agricultural background to forest owners with no agricultural background at all.

Strong agricultural background:
e Farmer forest owners 20%
e Part-time farmers 20%
Intermediary types:
e  Small-towners with rural background 12%

e  Forest owners previously employed in agriculture 16%
e Farm leavers 10%

No agricultural background:
e Urban forest owners 9%
e  Forest owners without connection to agriculture 13%

These types noticeably differ in their behaviour in various respects, e.g. in their use of the forest or in their interest in
forest-related information. There is an increasing need for forest policy-makers and extension services to recognize
changes in the ownership pattern in the design of programmes and instruments to address effectively their target

groups (Hogl et al 20054, b).

4.5. Gender issues in relation to
forest ownership

There is a full sample of Austrian agriculture
and forestry businesses from Statistik Austria
2010 (Osterreichische Agrarstrukturerhebung
2013 %).

The latest survey data is from 2010 and
includes the owners of the businesses by
gender, age and size of property. The
corresponding report was published in 2013,
without disaggregated gender data. However,
the data can be obtained from Statistik
Austria (Direktion Raumwirtschaft, Land-und
Forstwirtschaft) as a “separate analysis”
(Sonderauswertung).

2www.statistik.at/dynamic/wcmsprod/idcplg’?lchervicezGET_
NATIVE_FILE&dID=142150&dDocName=071011

4.6. Charitable, NGO or not-for-
profit ownership of the
forests

This section is concerned with forests owned
by organizations such as conservation and
heritage NGOs, self-organized community-
based institutions and other philanthropic
(“characterized or motivated by philanthropy;
benevolent; humane” OED) organizations.
The management objective for these forests
is usually to deliver social or environmental
aims with maximisation of financial or timber
returns as a secondary concern. Most owners
are corporate and may invoke at least an
element of group or participatory decision-
making on management objectives and high
ethical standards. It is possible for such
ownership to be entirely private. However, the
provision of public benefits (services (e.g.
biodiversity, amenity, recreation etc.) which
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are free for everyone to enjoy or provide
benefits to local communities (employment for
disadvantaged people etc.) are sometimes
recognised in the form of charitable
registration. This in turn puts restrictions on

the rights of the owners to use profits and to
dispose of assets in exchange for tax
exemptions and access to charitable funding.

For Austria assessment is as follow:

Forests owned by ... Yes No Uncertain
e Foundations or trusts X
¢ NGO with environmental or social objectives X
e Self-organized local community groups X
e Co-operatives/forest owner associations X
e Social enterprises X
e Recognized charitable status for land-owners X
e Other forms of charitable ownerships, namely: X
Forests owned by NGO with three levels: local (municipal level) and

environmental or social objectives

There are a few cases where nature
conservation groups bought forests for
managing for conservation goals. WWF in
cooperation with the city of Marchegg bought
a piece of riparian forest which is a nesting
area of storks. In the 1980’s, the WWF also
campaigned for “freeing” riparian forests at
the Danube river as part of their protests
against building a hydroelectric power station
near the city of Hainburg (campaign “Au
freikaufen”). In this case, 400 ha private forest
was purchased. Usually, the nature
conservation groups do not aim to purchase
areas but rather campaign or initiate projects
to be financed, owned and run by others. Also
in this case, WWF did the campaign and
transferred the money to an association
founded to manage the forest for nature
conservation purposes. (Source: G. Weiss,
2004, Innoforce internal report)

Forest co-operatives / forest owner
associations

In Austria, some pioneer forest owner
associations were founded in the 1950’s and
1960’s. A major trend started in the 1980’'s
and 1990’s. The original aims were mostly to
joint marketing of timber, sometimes the
focus was also on the realisation of joint
forest roads or the development of
management plans for their forests. The
associations were often initiated by the forest
authorities or chambers of agriculture. The
foundation of associations is supported by
public subsidies. The organisation differs
between the federal provinces of Austria. In
Styria, for example, they are organised on

regional (district level) communities under the
provincial main organisation. In other
provinces, local forest owners cooperatives
also exist independently from the provincial
forest owners associations. In Upper Austria,
for example, the local cooperatives are either
focused on the joint work in the forests or in
the joint purchase of forest machines. The
provincial association focuses strongly on the
joint marketing of the timber. They roughly
market 15% of the harvested timber in
Austria. The communities or associations also
organise training courses or information
events such as excursions or regular evening
meetings  (“Stammtische”). (Source: G.
Weiss, 2004, Innoforce internal report).
Furthermore, farmers’ cooperatives have also
been founded to run rural biomass based
district heating plants (Weiss 2004).

The associations are mostly active in the
business  activities, less in interest
representation which is traditionally done by
the Chambers of Agriculture. The typical
associations (Waldverbande) are in fact
service organisations of the Chambers.

4.7. Common pool resource
regimes

Commons - forest common pool resource
regimes (CPR) are resource regimes where
property is shared among users and
management rules are derived and operated
on self-management, collective actions and
self-organisation (of rules and decisions).
Examples of traditional CPR regime are
pastures, forestland communities in Sweden,
Slovakia, Romania, Italy and other European
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countries and irrigation systems in Africa or
Asia. The number of new common property
regimes is growing and it is a challenge for
this Action to transfer knowledge and skills of
traditional CPRs to new CPRs and vice versa.
An example of a new (quasi-) CPR regime is
the community woodlands in UK, established
in last 20 years mainly in Scotland and
Wales. Our interest in “traditional” and “new”
common pool resources regimes (CPRs) in
European forest is based on the
understanding that robust resource regimes
are critical for sustainable forest management
regardless of the property rights. Ongoing
practice shows that local land users may also
be CPR regime if they have the rights to
determine management rules even though
they may not own the land itself. Thus proper
rules on management (harvesting, decision
making and conflict resolution mechanism,
cost/benefit sharing, sanctioning etc.) are key
for sustainable use of CPR regimes.

In Austria, a special form of ownership is the
common rural property. Historically, this goes
back to the commons before this type of
common property was transferred into Roman
Law categories. It is a joint ownership of a
local community of farms — the property is
connected to the farm stead, not the persons.
These properties are a kind of semi-public
property because they are specially regulated
by law and supervised by special authorities
(so-called agrarian authority, Agrarbehdrde).
There are two names used for this: In the
mountain areas, they are called
“Agrargemeinschaften” and they often include
mountain pastures and/or forest. In the
Eastern part of Austria, they are called
“Urbarialgemeinschaften”.

* For further information, the expert in Austria
certainly is: D.l. Mag. Peter Herbst, Karntner
Agrarbehdrde.

5. Forest management
approaches for new forest
owner types

5.1. Forest management in
Austria

When looking at the main ownership
categories in Austria, as presented under
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section I, the forest management may be
described as follows:

Private forests below 200 ha (owning around

50% of Austria’s forest area):

e Forest owners of properties below 200
ha own the largest share of Austrian

forestry enterprises. They mostly
manage their forests as part of an
agricultural  enterprise  where the

income from forestry plays either a
substantial or negligible role for the
income. These forest owners are
supported by the Chambers of
Agriculture who employ forestry experts
who support silvicultural planning with
their expertise. In addition the
Chambers support the foresters in
administrative matters such as access
to national or European subsidies. The
forest operations, i.e. harvesting and
marketing are done either by the forest
owners or by contracted local/regional
enterprises. Marketing is supported by
the Chambers and by consultancy
businesses.

e An exception is the small-scale forest
owners owning only very small forest
properties. They are usually not actively
participating in the timber market,
mostly because they are engaged in
other professions and are only part-time
farmers or no farmers at all. The forest
products are usually consumed by the
owner — mostly fire wood.

e New forest owners are not actively
participating in the market. They have
interest in forestry for a variety of
reasons which not necessarily align
with timber production. Due to the
insignificance of the economic value
and the possible frustration due to
technological limitations may lead (and
leads) to negligence of the forest
property.

Private forests over 200 ha (21%):

e Forest owners of properties larger than
200 ha derive significant income from
timber production and associated goods
and services. They are organized by
private professional associations who
exert political influence at a high level
(voluntary association of land owners
on provincial levels, with an umbrella
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organisation on national level, Land-
und Forstbetriebe Osterreich). The
enterprises have a specialized work
force for forest management harvesting
and their marketing of timber is mostly
included in well-established
cooperations or networks.

e Forestry is a highly traditional business.
A wave of mechanization more than 3
decades ago was a fundamental
change. Not only is the harvesting
strongly mechanised (e.g. by use of
harvesters) but also are the main forest
operations such as harvesting in most
forest holdings largely outsourced to
entrepreneurs. Since then the changes
have been rather incremental.

Common rural property (around 10%):

e These forest holdings are jointly owned
by local farmer communities. They
usually have the size which allows
professional management by support of
a trained forester. They are supervised
and receive support by the agrarian
and/or forest authorities. The farmers
often do the harvesting work
themselves or the work is outsourced.

Communal property (around 2%):

¢ Municipalities only rarely own forests.
One larger forest owner is the city of
Vienna who conducts are very
specialized forest management with
primarily public management goals,
including nature conservation and
recreation nearby the city itself, and
watershed management in the drinking
water reserve forests in the nearby
mountains.

Provincial governments property (around
1%):
e The only significant provincial forest
owner is the province of Styria who own
a larger forest holding with commercial
as well as nature conservation
management goals as they own the
core area of the recently established
National Park Gesause.

Austrian Federal Forests SC (around 16%):

e The Austrian State Forest Enterprise
(Osterreichische Bundesforste AG) is a
joint-stock company with a single
shareholder, i.e. the Republic of

Austria. The share of marginal-
productive forests (protection forests) is
rather high as a consequence of the
history of the enterprise which means
that the majority of the forests are in
mountainous areas. Protection forests
in the mountains with low economic
value but high significance for
protection against natural hazards were
traditionally owned by the monarchy
because of the mineral resources found
there (salt and ore mines). A part of the
technical forest operations is
outsourced to enterprises. This decision
is based on a stringent economic
evaluation and gives room to highly
specialized companies.

Basically, forest management is done by the
owners. This applies to practically all
categories, including: small and large private
ownership and public ownership. Small farm
forest owners do the management planning
and the operations themselves; larger
holdings (if the owner is not a trained forester
and does it him- or herself) employ
professional foresters to manage their
property. They also often have some
employed workers although nowadays the
forest work is usually outsourced to
entrepreneurs. The forest law even requires
that forest holdings from a certain size have
to be managed by trained and state approved
foresters  (Forster /  Forstwirte  mit
Staatspriufung).

Private forest owners receive support through
advisory services and subsidies by the forest
authorities as well as the chambers of
agriculture. All forest owners are obliged to be
member of the chambers of agriculture which
are active as an obligatory interest group in
the policy-making process but also offer
advice.

A further special supportive structure is the
forest owners’ associations (FOA) which exist
in all federal provinces of Austria (known
under different names such as
Waldwirtschaftsgemeinschaft, Waldverband,
or similar; see short description under section
II). They support private forest owners in the
forest management planning, harvesting and
particularly in the marketing of wood. Owners
need to become member of these
associations in order to have access to their
services. In the year 2013 (an average year),

11
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some 2.5 mio m? timber have been marketed
through the FOAs which is around 15% of the
total harvested or marketed wood (around 18
mio m® per year). FOAs in Austria are quite
successful and steadily growing in terms of
membership and marketed wood.

The FOAs typically approach and receive
members among traditional farm forest
owners. New or “urban”, “non-traditional”
forest owners to a much smaller extent
become member as they often think their

property is too small, they do not know about
the possibility, do not trust them or they are
simply not so interested in active forest
management.

At the moment, acc. to Weiss et al. (2006)
only 16% of the forest owners are members
in a forest owner association or cooperative,
another 17% might consider joining, but 65%
say they have no interest at all (Table 3;
Weiss et al., 2006).

Table 3: Membership of private forest owners in an association or cooperation in Austria (Weiss et al,

2006)
Level of Interest %
Member of a forest owner cooperative (WWG) 16
Becoming a member “could be considered” 17
No interest 65

Despite the idea of FOA is connected with
smaller forest properties, the share of
membership in FOA grows with the size of
the forest holdings (Table 4). This indicates
that FOA are an instrument for effective forest
management (specifically for timber sales)
which is rather used by “active owners”.

Especially very small owners are often not
actively managing their land (Weiss et al.,
2006). Even bigger holdings choose to sell
their timber together with other forest holdings
(Source: G. Weiss, 2004, Innoforce internal
report).

Table 4: Membership in forest association and forest owner cooperation differentiated into different
ownership sizes (source: Rametsteiner, Kubeczko 2003)

Less than 10 ha 10-100 ha

100-500 ha 500-1000 ha Over 1000 ha

Membership 16% 47%

35% 60% 62%

5.2. New or innovative forest
management approaches
relevant for new forest owner

types

In  Austria, new forest management
approaches — particularly when connected to
small or fragmented forest ownership — are
dominatingly discussed from the perspective
of wood mobilisation. Besides of that, the
issue of nature oriented forest management
(or close-to-nature forest management) is
also always discussed in different ways from
different interest groups, however, this is not
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specifically linked to non-traditional or new
forest owner types. We therefore report here
in particular to the wood mobilisation issue.
The material is largely taken from the
Austrian case study report prepared for the
EC DG AGRI tender study “Prospects for the
market supply of wood and other forest
products from areas with fragmented forest-
ownership structures” (Schwarzbauer et al.
2010).

Overview on wood mobilization measures in
Austria, including the results from interviews
and the focus group discussion (Table 5).
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Table 5: Measures for wood mobilization in Austria (Schwarzbauer et al. 2010)

fragmented forest owners.

private forest personal,
timber traders, forest
consultants,

Measure Applied by Effect / Intention Success
Very successful if enough
Forest owner - resources are provided
. Raising trust and awareness .
s . cooperation and forest . i and applied by forest
Personal, individual high H o of possible potential, X
. . . advisory institution; . S owner cooperations and
quality on-site assistance reducing prejudices, : N,
. - other forest owners, g forest advisory institution,
and advisory service for providing harvest and

management services (full
service or part services)

less successful if provided
by other forest owners or
personal because low cost
effectiveness.

Public relations work to
emphasize and improve
the value and image of
forestry in public opinion.

forest — timber industry
cooperation, forest
owner cooperation

Establishing a positive
public opinion of forestry and
timber harvest,

Trend of last 10 — 15 years
shows a positive impact of
PR.

Improving and enforcing
of GIS-systems for exact

Forest
cooperation,

owner
forest

Providing data for planning

Successful as support for

fragmented forest owner

T technical cooperation, personal on-site
quantification of wood . . and management. ;
. . forest — timber industry assistance.
potential for Austria. .
cooperation
Intensifyin transparency,
. . Forest owner >ying P y
Transparency in timber . securing payment  and
. cooperation, forest | : 8 - Successful
supply chain : . income, reducing prejudices,
advisory institution - .
uncertainties and mistrust
Establlsh_lng_ new Raising awareness of | Successful, individual and
communications path to > o
. o Forest owner | potential and harvest and | personal service is most
provide specific prepared . o .
: . cooperation, forest | management  possibilities, | appreciated by  small
information  for  each H S h L .
advisory institution reducing uncertainties, | fragmented private forest

prejudices and mistrust.

owners

type.

The study concludes: “The main solution
proposed and applied by the institutional
actors (mainly the forest owners interest
groups — the chambers of agriculture with
their forest management associations) is to
increase the available information on the
forest resources for each owner, and the
communication of this information to them.
For that, they call for increased personnel
resources to reach the owners on the ground.
Because this position of the institutional
actors is mainly based on their knowledge on
traditional owners it may not work for non-
traditionals, who may have totally different
motivations regarding the resources in their
(small) forest lands. In order to increase
harvests among non-traditional forest owners,
it is necessary to do research on their
attitudes and motivations.” (Schwarzbauer et
al. 2010; highlighting done for the COST
country report).

5.3. Main opportunities for
innovative forest
management

Opportunities are seen in many ways but
specifically in the focused orientation on the

aims and needs of the different forest owner
types.

Low input forest management: This includes
the option to do a forest management which
aims to reach forest structures which need as
little work input as possible in order to keep
stable (reduced input forest management).
Such a management would be appropriate for
all owners who have not strong interest in a
regular forest management, including both
traditional (farm) as well as non-traditional
(new) forest owners.

New organisational models: A few new
organisational models already exist or are
discussed. They include the service offers by
the FOAs such as: joint timber marketing,
organisation of harvester work, forest
operations by entrepreneurs, or taking over
the whole forest management (from forest
management planning until harvesting and
marketing of the timber; often called “full
services”). Still, these offers are typically
addressing traditional forest owners and are
not specifically adapted to new owner types.

Special aim forest management: There may
be opportunities to develop totally new
management approaches for non-timber
goals. New forest owners may be more

13
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interested in doing activities oriented at other
forest ecosystem  services, including
recreational, artistic, social, nature
conservation, non-timber products, or other
goals. This is by now not discussed in
Austria.

5.4. Obstacles for innovative
forest management
approaches

One set of barriers are those seen by the
forest practitioners/advisors/policy makers:
They refer to the limited profitability of forest
management that goes along with the
fragmented of forest ownership. These
barriers include limited knowledge of the land

owners about their property (property
borders, harvesting potentials, services
offered to support in the management,

marketing channels, etc.) but also limited
knowledge of the advisory services about the
owners, their properties, timber resources
and motivations. In the end, this includes also
limited personnel and budget capacities of the
advisory services in order to be able to
approach the forest owners (Schwarzbauer et
al. 2010: p. 61).

Another set of barriers can be identified in the
limited awareness of the advisory services
about the different goals and needs of new or
non-traditional forest owner types. This was
concluded by the authors of the mentioned
study on the basis of their interviews and
focus group discussions. In order to increase
harvests among non-traditional forest owners,
it seems necessary to do research on their
attitudes and motivations (Schwarzbauer et
al. 2010: p. 65).

CASE STUDY 3: FOREST ASSOCIATION STYRIA — INNOVATIVE APPROACHES TO WOOD MOBILISATION
The Forest Association Styria offers a number of wood mobilization services, including the traditional joint wood
marketing (yearly turn-over of about 70 mio €), the organization of joint harvesting operations (e.g. harvester), or
forest management planning. Innovative services are, for instance, a “forest management plan — light” or the forest
management contracts.

A) Forest management plan “light” (Waldpraxisplan): This forest management plan is a simplified FMP which is
specifically oriented at small forest owners and gives only the necessary information required to know about the
resources, harvesting potential and tending needs as well as to plan for measures. It includes a map of the forest
resources and a management concept including management measures, costs and revenues. It is not too costly
and therefore not a big barrier to do the investment into the plan. By showing the harvesting needs and potentials it
gives the forest owners a trigger to start active management.

B) Forest management contracts: The association offers to take over the full management of a forest, including
management planning, monitoring, and organization of harvesting and tending measures as well as timber sale.
This work is done through a company which was founded by the association (with the name Forest Association
Styria Ltd.).

6.1. Influences of policies on the
development of forest
ownership

6. Policies influencing
ownership development /
Policy instruments for new

In Austria, there any no policy instruments to
forest owners y N0 puicy

stimulate privatisation, decentralisation, or
nationalisation of forests.

The regulations related to inheritance rights
with the aim to hindering fragmentation are
described under section Il of this report.

Policy and ownership are related in various
ways. Firstly, policies directly or indirectly
influence ownership development or even
encourage or create new forms of ownership.

Secondly, policy instruments are emerging in
response to ownership changes, including
instruments addressed to support new types
of owners e.g. through advisory services,
cooperative or joint forest management, etc.
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The EU policy instruments for afforestation of
agricultural land apply. Subsidies are given to
afforest lesser productive agricultural land,
among others, to reduce overproduction but
also to increase cost-effectiveness. There is a
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growth of forest land due to afforestation or
natural succession of forests on agricultural
land of about 4.300 ha per year in average
(source: Russ 2011; Austrian Forest
Inventory, OWI 2007/09).

There are also no policies creating new legal
forms of ownership.

6.2. Influences of policies on
forest management

According to the Austrian Forest Act, forest
management planning in private forests is
voluntary. There are subsidies for supporting
forest management planning, in particular in
smaller forest properties and for forest
owners cooperatives. Furthermore, advisory
services such as the Chamber of Agriculture
do support forest owners through their
advisory services. Larger forest holdings do
have management plans as a standard
planning instrument.

The main policy relevant for forest
management in Austria is the national forest
act because forestry is under national
jurisdiction. Provinces are allowed to issue
further additional regulations, a possibility
which is, for instance, used in the
mountainous provinces of the Tyrol and
Vorarlberg. They provide for a stricter
supervision of forests and offer specific
support (subsidies, advisory services).

Policy instruments to influence the goals of
forest management include such with the aim
for close-to-nature forest ~management
(advise, subsidies for natural regeneration
and natural composition of tree species, etc.),
active management of mountain forests
(protective forests) as well as wood
mobilisation (support of the formation of forest
cooperatives).

In case of general restrictions of forest
management in protective forests or Natura
2000 areas, there is no compensation.
Compensation are given if site- specific
restrictions are imposed (e.g., in nature
conservation areas) and/or on the basis of
voluntary contracts (e.g., increasingly used
for the purpose of nature conservation).

6.3. Policy instruments
specifically addressing
different ownership
categories

There have been a few studies that were
financed by the ministry (BMLFUW). As
described under section lll, there are hardly
any measures directed towards the needs of
new owners. Only in rare examples, such
approaches were used, for instance, near
Wiener Neustadt, Lower Austria, where all
owners of a larger forest complex (Steinfeld)
were officially approached in order to
motivate them for joint activities in improving
the forest condition. Information letters and
public gatherings were used.

Only recently, a campaign was launched in
national daily newspapers, addressing all
types of owners, asking if they want their
forest to be “managed by the bark beetle or
professional foresters/advisors”. The
campaign, however, was not done by the
public authorities but by the forest owner
association (Waldverband Osterreich).

The association of small forest owners has
been supported by subsidies that co-financed
the forming of the group, forest management
planning, purchase of forest machines as well
as office equipment (forestry subsidies
according to Austrian Forest Act).

6.4. Factors affecting innovation

Barriers in the adaptation of forest policies to
different ownership categories may lie in the
specific needs of different owner types: while
larger forest holdings do primarily timber
production  (lack of adapting nature
conservation goals such as in Natura 2000
areas), farm forest owners have their specific
goals such as using the forests as a savings
bank. New forest owners, again, have
different goals such as fire wood use and are
not interested in a very active management of
their forests.

Further barriers are the traditional orientation
of forest policies and advisory services at
timber production. Other policy goals and the
needs of non-traditional owner types are
hardly realised by forest policy actors.
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CASE STUDY 4: JOINT FOREST IMPROVEMENT IN STEINFELD, LOWER AUSTRIA

In the Steinfeld near Wiener Neustadt, Lower Austria, a joint campaign by the forest authority and the chamber of
agriculture approached all owners of a larger forest complex (Steinfeld) in order to motivate them for joint activities
in order to improve the forest condition. Information letters and public gatherings were used. The campaign
particularly addressed also new, urban, small forest owners, for instance, by giving information on the social and
cultural values of forests. This meant huge effort but also a considerable response by the owners.

CASE STUDY 5: WHOM DO YOU WANT TO MANAGE YOUR FOREST? THE BARK BEETLE OR A FOREST
EXPERT?

The forest owner association Waldverband Osterreich launched a campaign in national daily newspapers,
addressing all types of owners, asking if they want their forest to be “managed by the bark beetle or professional
foresters/advisors”. A contact is given for how a forest expert of the Waldverband can be contacted. The same is
used on the internet portal of the Waldverband (www.waldverband.at), leading to a few short topical articles on the
possible risks (e.g. bark beetle or other damages in forests) and chances of forests (why to manage them) and a

contact form in order to arrange a free of cost advisory meeting.
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