Task 5:		Concept Design Proposals








The FORAM-research project presents an essential opportunity of making international comparison regarding public preferences towards forest landscapes and forestry.


One of the milestones to be achieved will be the Public Preference Survey (Task 2). The basis of the survey questionaire will evolve from the list of forest landscape problems pertinent to each Participant country.


The following table shows briefly specific problems and possible solutions regarding German forest landscapes and German forestry and their presence on each Study Area.








Table 5:	Aesthetic Issues, Causes and Constraints, Trends and Possible Solutions		(Study Area I: Black Forest / Study Area II: Upper Danube Valley / Study Area 		III: Bavarian Alps)





Issue�
Causes and Constraints�
Trends�
Possible Solutions�
Study


Area�
�
Forest distribution:


In Germany the distribution of forested land varies from 0-5%  to more than 70%.


In the northern part of the Black Forest, for example, the percentage of forest land locally reaches more than 70%


(( danger of obfuscation)�
*Historically:


Late settlements caused only modest deforestation and conversion of forested land into agricultural land


*Reduced soil quality (( forestry instead of farming)�
*Trend set to get income from recreational use instead of farming


*Trend set to sheep pasture management to keep open land unforested


*On marginal soils extensive forestry or designation of land as protection area�
*Manage State Forests extensively


*Develop prototypes („Leitbilder“) for land use


*Try to convince private owners to keep land open (aid programme)


*Designate open land as protection area (restrictions necessary for management of open land / monetary compensation for land owners)�
I�
�
Mature forests:


Predominance of mono-culture coniferous plantations�
*Man-made change of mixture proportion of tree species in the last two centuries (e.g. Study Area I: picea abies instead of native abies alba and fagus sylvatica; Study Area II: picea abies instead of native fagus sylvatica; etc.)


*Short rotation


*High yield class


*Very low management requirement and easy-going establishment of stands�
*Legal restrictions:


Applications for afforestation require official approval from:


-Nature Protection Authorities,


-Forest and Agriculture Authorities


-Communities


(Federal Forest Act, State Forest Acts)


*Planting grants for private owners and corporations (the more is the broadleaf admixture the higher the grant)


*Site mapping to ensure suitability of tree species�
*Improve income from forestry


*Develop new marketing strategies for ecologically produced timber  wood�


*Inform and educate forest owners about ecological forestry


*subtly differentiated aid programmes


*Conversion of coniferous monocultures by underplanting of groups of fagus sylvatica („Buchenvoranbau“)�
I, II, III�
�
New afforestations:


Primary afforestations with coniferous tree species being alien to the sites�
*Since the ‘1960s’ new afforestations (mostly picea abies) on marginal soils as a result of the German agricultural policy (farmers try to get higher income from forestry)


*Very low management requirement


*Establishment of stands is quite cheap and not difficult


(fagus sylvatica plantations need a canopy of overwood for protection against frost)�
*Legal restrictions (Section 10, Federal Forest Act): „In order to start up forest plantations an authorization by the proper authority is required, as decreed by State Law.“


*Grant aided afforestations with an admixture of broadleaf species and plantations with hardwoods dominating


(for private owners and corporations)�
*Applicate adequate and cheap silvicultural measures for establishment of mixed stands (e.g. pioneer crops with betula spec., ulmus glabra, and acer pseudoplatanus, etc..)


*Develop prototypes („Leitbilder“) for land use


�
I,II,III�
�
Issue�
Causes and Constraints�
Trends�
Possible Solutions�
Study


Area�
�
Reduced landscape and ecological diversity�
Dense coniferous plantations mostly alien to the site�
*Grant aided afforestations with an admixture of broadleaf species and plantations with hardwoods dominating (for private owners and corporations)


*Subventions for an ecological management (for private owners and corporations: MEKA and KULAP-Program�)�
*Further grants for alternative species (broadleaves)


*Mandatory visual and ecological impact assessment as part of the planning application for new plantations


*More strict legislation in relation to tree species selection not being alien to the site�
I,II,III�
�
Danger of erosion and avalanches in  mountain forests (forests cannot fulfil their social functions - here their protection function - anymore)�
Loss of native forests and natural regeneration as a result of 


*Avalanches and snow slides


*Devastations that happened during the last centuries (fuel wood, salt mines)


*Excessive game populations of red deer, roe deer and chamois (browsing and bark-peeling damages)


*Pasture rights (diary farming)�
*Damming of snow slides and avalanches (technical measures)


*Designation of ca. 18.000 ha (= 52% of the forested area) as protection forest against soil erosion, debris flow, and avalanches


*Wildlife management takes game population into consideration (increase of the annual hunting rate)


*State Authorities try to commute forest rights (e.g. pasture rights)


*Forest function planing�
*Continue with politics of protection forests


*Obligatory Forest function planing�


*Continue with assumption of forest rights (especially of pasture rights) 


* Redevelopment measures in mountain forests�
III�
�
Damages on Pinus mugo (Latsche) and other alpine vegetation�
High recreational pressure caused by downhill skiing�
Trend set to continue�
*More strict (legal) restricions to keep skiers out from ecologically sensitive areas�
III�
�
Very small and /or geometrical plantations�
*Predominance of small and/or isolated holdings


*Field boundary constraints as a results of the „Land-Parcelling Law“�
*Private forest owners and Public-Law Corporations have the right to associate in Silvicultural Link-ups� with the objective of improving the management of their forest areas and to overcome the disadvantages of small size, of unfavourable shape, of fragmentation of holdings, and other structure deficiencies


*Subventions for planting and tending of hedges and well structured forest mantles (for private owners and corporations: MEKA and KULAP-Program�)�
*Forest land parcelling („Waldflurbereinigung“)


*Encourage more cooperative forestry between neighbouring landowners


*Convince farmers and forest owners to integrate plantings with landscape through hedgerows, groups of trees, shrub vegetation, etc..(additionally compensatory grants)�
I,II�
�
Straight edges of coniferous forests and pronounced shadows�
Land tenure system and field boundary constraints�
Subventions for planting and tending of well structured forest mantles (private owners and corporations: MEKA and KULAP-Program�)�
*Mandatory design guidelines


*Increase cooperative forestry providing more flexibility within neighbouring fields


*Provide special grants for landowners to establish well structured forest mantles�
I,II,III�
�
Economical, aesthetical, and ecological effects from forest decline�
*Immissions


*Acid rain


*Wrong tree species selection


*Acidification of soils - partly natural


*Ozone as a photooxidant�
ongoing�
*Reduce traffic


*Reduce industrial emissions


*Compensate acidification of soils by amelioration


(-MgCO, -CaCO3)�
�
�
„Furnituring“ of forests�
The trend of spending leisure time in the forests during the 1960s and 1970s�
Trend stopped�
*Create wildlife experience for recreationists�
I,II�
�
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� e. g. “Naturland“- Guidelines


� MEKA: „Marktentlastungs- und Kulturausgleichs-Programm“ (State of Baden-Wuerttemberg)


KULAP: „Kulturlandschaftspflege-Programm“ (State of Bavaria)


� Forest function planing: „Waldfunktionsplanung“


�Silvicultural Link-ups („Forstwirtschaftliche Zusammenschlüsse“) are officially recognized Private Silvicultural Business Affiliations („Forstbetriebsgemeinschaften“), Public Law Silvicultural Business Organizations (Forstbetriebsverbaende“), and recognized Forestry Associations („Forstwirtschaftliche Vereinigungen“).
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