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1. Introduction

Climate-smart forestry (CSF) is an approach aimed at enhancing the climate benefits of
forestry and the forestry sector compared to conventional management and operational
strategies. (Naaburs et al. 2018; Yousefpour et al., 2018). The adoption of CSF measures is
contingent on whether forest owners are willing and able to apply the management activities
and policies planned to promote CSF participation. Voluntary incentive schemes represent one
possible policy option to incentivize forest owners to adopt CSF management practices, but
their success depends on the owners' willingness to participate.

This study addresses the limited knowledge about drivers affecting the implementation of CSF
management activities and of non-industrial private forest (NIPF) owners’ willingness-to-
accept (WTA) compensation for management change. The research examines data from
twelve countries in a European-wide survey (n=1448) conducted in 2024.

The survey questionnaire was developed through the joint efforts of three EU Horizon projects:
HoliSoils, ForestPaths, and Forwards. Since each of these projects included components
focused on gathering views from forest practitioners (i.e., forest owners, forest managers)
about forest management approaches, a decision was made to pool resources and coordinate
efforts to avoid overlaps in project implementation and survey respondent fatigue (i.e., a
reduction in motivation to respond to similar surveys). This joint initiative enabled the HoliSoils
project to extend its reach beyond its initial three demonstration countries (Finland, Germany,
Spain), thereby enhancing the geographical scope and diversity of NIPFs involved across
Europe.

This deliverable reports the preliminary results of the forest owner survey analysis. The
detailed analysis will be published as a peer-reviewed scientific article that will be submitted
during autumn 2025.

2. Methods
2.1 Survey deployment

The survey was administered by a polling agency to panel members residing in thirteen
European countries: Croatia, Czechia, Finland, France, Germany, Italy, Latvia, the Netherlands,
Romania, Spain, Switzerland, Sweden, and the United Kingdom. These panel members were
citizens who had voluntarily joined a respondent panel managed by the Bilendi company,
indicating their willingness to participate in surveys. The countries were chosen because they
correspond to demonstration and test case countries involved in the HoliSoils, ForestPaths,
and Forwards projects. Additionally, the collaborative nature of the survey allowed for the
inclusion of Croatia, Czechia, and France.

Since forest owners could not be directly targeted based on panel member information, the
survey included a screening question asking respondents to indicate whether they (a) own a
forest, (b) manage a forest on behalf of a public or private organization, (c) both own and manage
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a forest, or (d) none of the above. Respondents who selected (a) own a forest and (c) both own
and manage a forest were directed to complete the survey from the perspective of a forest
owner. Respondents who selected (d) none of the above were excluded from the survey, as
they did not meet the criteria for taking the forest practitioner survey. Respondents who
selected (b) were directed to a forest practitioner survey targeting forest managers.

The analysis presented in this deliverable is based on the responses from the forest owner
subsample (i.e. respondents who indicated either (a) own a forest or (c) both own a forest and
manage a forest).

2.2 Survey design

The forest owner survey included five sections eliciting information from forest owners about
their forest holdings (Section I), forest management activities (Section Il), perceptions towards
forest management (Section Ill), views on climate smart forest (CSF) management (Section
1V), and basic demographics (Section V) (for the full survey see: Appendix 6.7).

Survey Section | and V were designed based on the typically applied sociodemographic
questions found in previous forest owner surveys (e.g., Husa and Kosenius, 2021; Westin et
al., 2023).

Survey Section Il was designed to operationalize the theory of planned behaviour (TPB)
according to the protocol provided by Fishbein and Ajzen (2010). The full details of the
measurement scale development are available in Feliciano et al. (2025). Relevant to this study
were the battery of questions designed to measure how forest owners perceive different
management objectives, access different resources, and the opinions of different
stakeholders. Respondents could reply using a six-point scale from extremely important to not
at all important. The management objectives, resources, and stakeholders referenced in the
survey were selected based the most salient topics discussed in a series of interviews with 19
forest practitioners across 6 European countries (see: Franzini et al., 2024). The list of
questions presented to respondents is available in Appendix 6.2 (Forest Owner Survey: Section
3, Questions 22, 26, and 28.

Survey Section IV included two questions designed to measure the respondent’s willingness
to adopt, and accept compensation for; alternative forest management activities (e.g.,
Mantymaa et al., 2009).

Eight alternative forest management activities were developed with inputs from experts in the
field of forestry. Each alternative represents a different forest management practice that
would be considered as CSF (i.e., contributing to climate change adaptation, climate
mitigation, or biodiversity enhancement). Likewise, each activity represented an improvement
to the common management regimes and forest certification criteria of the surveyed
countries. It was also imperative that the activities should be implementable across most of
the countries surveyed to ensure a comparative analysis.

The eight alternative CSF management practices included: leaving deadwood in the forest;
continuous cover forestry; retention trees; implementing buffer strips adjacent to water bodies;
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lengthening the rotation period; leaving logging residues; and applying continuous cover
forestry on peatlands (activity asked only in Finland, Latvia and Sweden). Table 1 summarizes
the full description of each CSF management activity.

Table 1. CSF management activities as presented in the survey.

CSF activity Description in in the survey questionnaire

Deadwood Retain at least 10 m®/ha of standing or fallen deadwood in a forest stand
with low risk of forest fire. This equals roughly 15-20 stems of over 20
centimetres diameter per hectare.

Continuous Implement continuous cover forestry (CCF) in 20% or more of your total

cover forestry forest area. CCF refers to a silvicultural system that largely maintains the
forest cover of a forest stand by cutting single trees, groups of trees, or
using a shelterwood system, all of which all avoid clearcutting of the
entire tree cover.

Retention trees At final felling, reserve at least 5% of the trees in an even-aged stand as
retention trees. This equals roughly 10 m?®/ha (15-20 stems) when logging
200 m?®/ha.

Buffer strips Leave undisturbed forest buffer strips of 20 meters or more adjacent to
any body of water.

Longer rotation Lengthen the rotation period of a forest stand at low risk of forest
disturbances by at least 25% of the typical rotation period. For example,
lengthening the rotation period in a stand from 80 to 100 years.

Logging Leave all the logging residues in a recently logged forest stand. For
residues example, not harvesting logging residues for bioenergy.
Continuous Apply CCF in all spruce dominated peatland forest stands, by selecting

cover forestry single tree or group trees for felling, rather than clearcutting the entire
on peatland* stand.

Respondents were asked whether they had previously implemented any of the alternative CSF
management described in the Table 1. If the respondent indicated “No”, they received a
willingness-to-accept payment card asking them for their desired minimum compensation
request for which they would be willing to apply the proposed CSF management activity.
Instead of the common monetary amount, percentage of income loss and direct costs were
used as a measure for the compensation. Figure 1 presents the set-up of the willingness-to-
accept payment card. The card has three elements: i) a preamble text describing the proposed
compensation scheme, ii) a description of the alternative CSF management activities to be
implemented by the respondent, and iii) percentages representing the payment requested by
the respondent.
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Assume that the financial compensation scheme requires you implement a ten-year forest
management plan The compensation amounted is based on your percentage of estimated loss
of income from forgoing harvest and the direct costs of the alternative management activity. You
receive full payment when the forest management plan is accepted. After ten years, the forest is
audited. If the management plan was not implemented, you must pay back the money in full

Given these contractual terms, please select the percentage of compensation you would request
for foregoing harvesting. Note that if you ask for too high a payment, the potential payer may
not accept your offer.

Payment percentage you require for estimated income loss and direct cost

[e) ] [=2] Ie4] [=8] [=4] =7 [=#]
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Figure 1. Example of the compensation requirement question.

2.3 Conceptual framework

A variety of background factors were assessed to understand what impacts a forest owner’s
willingness to adopt, or accept compensation for adopting, a CSF management activity. Figure
2 illustrates the conceptual framework of the study, including the background factors
operationalized in two different models (i.e., Model A, Model B). The background factors
represent a mix of variables relating to the forest owner’s sociodemographic characteristics,
the characteristics of the forest, and three different TPB behavioural factors. Model A tests
whether the background factors play a role in the forest owner’s priorimplementation of a CSF
management activity. Model B tests for whether the background factors play a role in the forest
owner’s willingness to accept compensation to implement a CSF management activity they
had not previously implemented. Note both models test the same set of background factors.
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Figure 2. Elements of theory of planned behaviour (TPB) and other factors that were used in
the analysis to explain the forest owners’ CSF management practices.

2.4 Data

The polling company sent the survey invitation to 25,983 panel members. After filtering for
forest owners, 1448 individuals completed the forest owner survey. After cleaning the data
and excluding respondents from the Netherlands due to low response rates (n=9), the final
forest owner data consisted of 1301 respondents from 12 countries (Figure 3).
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Figure 3. Number of NIPF respondents in each country

www.holisoils.eu 7



;@ HoliSoils

Working together for forest soils

Table 2 provides the descriptive statistics of the variables used in the preliminary analysis,
including mean values and standard deviations. The exploratory factor analysis that was done
to combine the TPB related variables that loaded on same factors is presented in Feliciano et

al. (2025).
Table 1. Descriptive statistics of variables applied in the data analysis.
Variable Description Obs. Mean Std.Dev. Min Max
Gender Male = 1, 0 otherwise 1295 .556 497 0 1
(female, other)
Young age and Interaction variable = 1 if 1301 .315 465 0 1

short ownership age < 40 and ownership

duration < 12.8 years (mean

of ownership length), 0

otherwise
Young age and Interaction variable = 1 if 1301 .024 153 0 1
long ownership  age < 40 and ownership

duration > 12.8 years, 0

otherwise
Middle age and Interaction variable =1if40 1301 .197 .398 0 1
short ownership < age < 56 and ownership

duration < 12.8 years (mean

of ownership length), 0

otherwise
Middle age and Interaction variable=1if40 1301 .131 .338 0 1
long ownership < age < 56 and ownership

duration > 12.8 years, 0

otherwise
Old age and Interaction variable =1 if 1301 .109 312 0 1
short ownership age = 57 and ownership

duration < 12.8 years (mean

of ownership length), 0

otherwise
Old age and Interaction variable =1 if 1301 224 A17 0 1
long ownership  age = 57 and ownership

duration > 12.8 years, 0

otherwise
Acquisition: 1 if acquisition type = 1301 .155 .362 0 1
purchase purchase, 0 otherwise
ForestArea 1 if forestarea<1ha, 0 1301 217 412 0 1
under1 otherwise
ForestArea2 5 1 if forest area 2-5 hectares, 1301  .337 473 0 1
0 otherwise
ForestArea 6 19 1 if forest area 6-19 1301  .191 .393 0 1
hectares, 0 otherwise
ForestArea 20 1 if forestarea 20-99 1301  .145 .353 0 1
99 hectares, 0 otherwise
ForestArea 1 if forest area 100 hectares 1301 .11 313 0 1
over100 or over, 0 otherwise
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Forestincome 1 if income from forest 1301 .148 .356 0 1
over26 exceeds 26% of household
income, 0 otherwise

Income 20000- 1 ifincome20000-40000 1188 .304 46 0 1
40000 euros, 0 otherwise
Income 40000- 1 ifincome 40000-80000 1188 .239 427 0 1
80000 euros, 0 otherwise
Income over 1 ifincome over 80 000 1188 .178 .383 0 1
80000 euros, 0 otherwise
RES objectives  Objectives: Factors scores 1301 -.047 .965 - 1.48
of regulatory ecosystem 3.87 4
service objective factor 8
Amenity Objectives: Factor scores of 1301 -094  .979 - 1.59
objectives amenity objectives factor 275 4
8
Income Objectives: Factor scores of 1301 -079 .918 - 1.67
objectives income objectives factor 2.57 9
9
Mi1 Family Subjective Norm: Family, 1= 1301  4.642 1.257 1 6

Not at all important, 6 =
Extremely important
ForestryNetwor  Subjective Norm: Average 1301  4.131 1.321 1 6
k avg of Other forest owners in
my region, Local forest
owner's association, Local
forest authority, National
forest authority;1= Not at all
important, 6 = Extremely
important
Society avg Subjective Norm: Average 1301 3.64 1.352 1 6
of My friends, My neighbors,
The general public; 1= Not
at all important, 6 =
Extremely important
PBC Infra avg Perceived Behavioral 1301 3.393 1.244 1 6
Control: Average of Manual
labour, Technology (e.g.,
GPS equipment, forest
machinery), Infrastructure
(e.g., forest roads); 1= Not
at all important, 6 =
Extremely important
PBC market avg Perceived Behavioral 1301 3.001 1.268 1 6
Control: Average of Credit
or loans, Subsidies or
grants, Market schemes
(e.g., carbon credits,
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payment for ecosystem
services); 1= Not at all
important, 6 = Extremely
important
Pi8 Voluntary Perceived Behavioral 1301 3.159 1.453 1 6
Control: Voluntary
agreements (e.g., forest
certification, NATURA2000);
1= Not at all important, 6 =
Extremely important
Pi5 Advisory Perceived Behavioral 1301 3.44 1.449 1 6
Control: Advisory services
offering trainings, reports,
information portals, or other
information; 1= Not at all
important, 6 = Extremely

important
Croatia 1301 0,174 0,380 0 1
Czechia 1301 .087 .282 0 1
Finland 1301  .148 .355 0 1
France 1301 .046 21 0 1
Germany 1301 .015 123 0 1
Italy 1301  .028 .166 0 1
Latvia 1301 .159 .366 0 1
Romania 1301 .146 .353 0 1
Spain 1301  .026 .16 0 1
Sweden 1301 .09 .286 0 1
Switzerland 1301  .055 227 0 1
United Kingdom 1301  .025 157 0 1
Unmanaged 1 if entire forest area is 1301 .296 457 0 1
unmanaged, 0 otherwise

Norway Spruce 1301 267 442 0 1
Scots pine 1301 221 415 0 1
European beech 1301  .144 .351 0 1
Pedunculate or 1301 .097 .296 0 1
Sessile oak

Other 1301 .146 .353 0 1

broadleaves

2.5 Analysis

Analysis of the survey data was conducted through a two-phase modelling approach using the
statistical software Stata 16.1 .

In the first phase, a binary logistic regression analysis was conducted to assess whether
background factors influenced the likelihood of a respondent not having implemented a CSF
management activity in the past (Model A). The model was estimated iteratively taking on a
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stepwise backwards procedure approach to account for the large number of potentially
significant explanatory variables.

Model A’'s dependent variable consists of responses to question 32: “Have you ever
intentionally implemented any of the following forest management activities in any of your
forest stands?”. The dependent variable received a value of “1” if the respondent responded
“No” to having implemented the described CSF activity. The dependent variable received a
value of “0” if the respondent replied “Yes” to having implemented the described CSF activity,
or if the respondent indicated either that “This activity cannot be implemented in my forest” or
“Idon't know”. The independent variables in the model consisted of the six background factors
illustrated in Figure 2 and described in Table 2.

The coefficient outputs produced by estimating Model A indicate whether the background
factors were significant and if the background factors increase or decrease the probability of
a “no” response in reference to other response options. The significance threshold in the
stepwise analysis was set to 0.05. McFadden’s pseudo-R? was employed to indicate the
explained variance of the model, as it provides a statistic that ranges from 0 to 1.

In the second phase, a multinomial logit regression analysis was conducted to assess which
background variables influenced the respondent willingness to accept payment for a CSF
management activity not implemented previously (Model B).

Model B’s dependent variable consisted of responses to Question 33 (i.e., the willingness to
accept the payment card). Responses were grouped into four categories: 1) WTA below 100%
of direct costs and income loss, 2) WTA equals 100% of direct costs and income loss, 3) WTA
over 100% of direct costs and income loss, and 4) respondent who would not participate for
any monetary compensation. The WTA equals 100% of costs and income loss was set to a
reference category, and thus the results are interpreted as differences in probability for other
response categories compared to WTA equals 100% of costs and income loss. The
independent variables in the model consisted of the six background factors illustrated in
Figure 2 and described in Table 2 (i.e., the same employed in Model A).

The coefficient outputs produced by estimating Model B indicated whether the background
factors were significant and if the background factors increased or decreased the probability
of a responses in each WTA category relative to a WTA equal to 100% of costs and income
losses. The significance threshold in the stepwise analysis was set to 0.05. McFadden’s
pseudo-R? was employed to indicate the explained variance of the model, as it provides a
statistic that ranges from 0 to 1.

Critically, it was necessary to test whether sample selection bias impacted the interpretation
of Model B results, given that the payment card was provided only to respondents who
selected “No” to Question 32. This was assessed by employing the Heckman two-step model
(e.g. Puhani, 2000) and calculating the Inverse Mill's Ratios from the logistic regression
models and included in the multinomial logit models explaining the compensation requests. A
statistically significant Inverse Mill’s Ratio indicates sample selection bias.
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3. Results

3.1 Forest management objectives

Figure 4 depicts an overview of the forest management objectives that respondents rated from
extremely important to not at all important. Biodiversity preservation was the objective most
frequently rated as extremely important or very important (68% of respondents). This was
preceded by reducing biotic forest disturbances (64% of respondents), reducing abiotic forest
disturbances (62% of respondents), safeguarding cultural heritage sites (60% of respondents),
and mitigating climate change (58% of respondents). Improving forest soil qualities was
ranked as the 8" most important objective (50% of the respondents). Notably, the least
important objectives included generating income from timber (35%), generating income from
wild forest products (36%), and generating income from recreational services (28%).

Biodiversity preservation 36 32 20
Reducing abiotic forest disturbances caused by sources
such as forest fires, drought, or windthrow. 24 oL 23 K32
Safeguarding cultural heritage sites, such as areas
important to the family or community. 22 31 -
Reducing biotic forest disturbances caused by sources
such as pest, fungi, or disease. - 35 o W32
Mitigating climate change by, for example, increasing 28 30 23 4
forest carbon sinks.
Improving local watershed -q-uahty, such as nutrient 22 33 27 11 L
composition.
Creating opportunities for upholding traditional 22 32 26 4

knowledge among family, friends and community...

Improving forest soil qua.ll.tles, such as pH, nutrient 21 20 28 3
composition, etc.

Creating beautiful forest areas (e.g., forest paths,

recreational trails). 2L 22 - -
Ensuring safe forest areas (e.g., forest paths, recreational
rails), 21 26 26 7
Producing timber for non-commercial uses, such as
collecting firewood for household use. 20 31 - 4
Producing wild forest products (e.g., cork, nuts, berries,
mushrooms, game meat) 20 22 - 7
Creating opportunities for recreation, such as walking,
picnicking, birdwatching, hunting, etc. 42 — 2 -
Creating accessible ff)rest areas (e.g., forest paths, 17 25 25 8
recreational trails, etc.)
Generating income from a Wl,lf_i forest product (e.g., cork, 13 23 24 13
nuts, berries, medicinal plants etc.).
Generating income from timber ] 22 29 10
Generating income from.a recreational service, such as 10 18 24 18
ecotourism lodging, nature tours etc.).
0 20 40 60 80 100
® Extremely important m Very important Moderately important
® Somewhat important m Slightly important Not at all important

Figure 2. Overview of importance of ecosystem service-related forestry objectives for
the respondents by percentage of respondent. (n=1301)
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3.2 Past implementation of CSF activities

Past implementation of the CSF management activities is presented in Table 3. The most
previously implemented CSF activity was reserving at least 5% of trees as retention trees during
final felling in even-aged stands (52% indicated “Yes”). The next highest implemented activity
was leaving undisturbed buffer strips adjacent to water bodies (46% indicated “Yes”). The least
implemented activity was a tie between retaining deadwood in the forest and lengthening the
rotation period by at least 25% of the typical rotation (38% indicated “Yes” for both).

About 40% of respondents responded that they had not left logging residues in the forest,
which was the highest share of "No" responses. A clearly lower number of “No” responses
were given to buffer strips and retention trees. 10—-16% of the respondents replied "I do not
know" to this implementation question depending on the presented forest management
activity.

Table 3. Responses to the question “Have you ever intentionally implemented the
following activity?”. Percentage of the respondents.

CSF This activity
management Yes No . cannot be Idonot Total Total

activities imprsmentedl Bknow (%) (m)

in my forest
Deadwood 38 34 16 12 100 1301
CCF 41 34 13 12 100 1301
Retention trees 52 20 15 12 100 1301
Buffer strips 46 18 25 12 100 1301
Longer rotation 38 28 18 16 100 1301
Logging residues 39 41 10 10 100 1301

CCF on peatland* 33 29 22 16 100 526

* Activity was applicable only for the respondents in Finland, Sweden, and Latvia.

Table 4. presents the statistically significant independent variables that explained “no”
responses for past management of the CSF management activities (Model A). The model
outputs are presented in Appendix A.

Table 4. Variables that explained statistically significantly the “No” response for the
question on earlier CSF management in Model A (full results tables in the appendices).

Significant factors Impact

Income objectives Income objectives increase probability for "No"
(longer rotation, CCF on peatlands)

Amenity objectives Amenity objectives reduce probability for "No" (longer
rotation, CCF on peatlands).

Regulatory ES objectives Decrease probability for “No” (CCF, retention trees,
buffer strips).

PBC Market schemes Access to Market Schemes: Increases probability for

"No" (deadwood) and decrease probability for "No"
(leaving logging residues)

www.holisoils.eu 13
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Access to infrastructure: Decrease probability for "No"
(CCF) and increases probability for "No" (leaving
logging residues)

Importance of family members’ opinions reduces
probability for "No" (CCF, retention trees, Buffer
strips).

Increases probability for “No” (buffer strips)

Men higher probability for "No" (longer rotation,
leaving logging residues)

Middle age and long ownership length: increase
probability of "No" responses (CCF, buffer strips)
Middle age and with short ownership length: decrease
probability of "No" responses (buffer strips, CCF on
peatlands)

Old age and long ownership length: reduce probability
of “No” responses (Retention trees, Leaving Logging
Residues.

Increase probability for "No" (Deadwood, CCF,
retention trees, buffer strips, longer rotation

Increase probability for "No" (Deadwood, CCF,
retention trees, longer rotation.

Decrease probability for “No” (buffer strips, Logging
residues

Decrease probability for "No" (leaving logging
residues)

Decrease probability for "No" (leaving logging
residues)

Decrease probability for "No" (leaving logging
residues)

Decrease probability for "No" (retention trees, leaving
logging residues)

Scots pine: decrease probability for “No” (Deadwood
European beech: increases probability for “No” (CCF
Decrease probability for “No” (leaving logging
residues)

3.3 Willingness to implement CSF activities for monetary compensation

Figure 5. presents the cumulative density function of the share of forest owners when
compensation requests get higher. On average, between 40%-50% of the respondents who had
not previously implemented the specified CSF activity were willing to change their current
management regime for a compensation that was lower than the expected costs and income
loss. On the other hand, the proportion of willing forest owners did not increase substantially
from 70%, even when very high compensations were offered.
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Figure 3. Cumulative density function of compensation requests, percentage of costs
and income loss.

Table 5. presents shares of the respondents for each of four CSF management activity
categories: 1) WTA below 100% of direct costs and income loss; 2) WTA equals 100% of direct
costs and income loss; 3) WTA over 100% of direct costs and income loss; and 4) respondent
would not participate the scheme with any monetary compensation. Highest share (49%) of
respondents willing to change management for compensation lower than 100% of costs was
for leaving logging residues. The lowest share was for leaving more retention trees. 15-19% of
the respondents wanted 100% compensation of the costs, and 8-13% of the respondents
required compensation that would exceed the costs.

Table 5. Shares of compensations requests for each CSF activity classified in four
categories of compensation request.

Below 100% 100%  Over 100% | would not participate
% of forest owners

Deadwood (n=440) 46 15 8 31
Continuous cover forestry 46 17 8 29
(n=446)

Retention trees (n=259) 42 15 12 31
Buffer strips (n=232) 43 19 13 26
Longer rotation (n=360) 44 19 11 26
Logging residues (n=528) 49 15 9 27
Continuous cover forestry 47 19 11 24

on peatland* (n=150)
* Applicable only in Finland, Sweden and Latvia.

The multinomial logit model (Model B) was estimated to explain which variables impacted the
probability of forest owners’ choice on the compensation request category. According to the
results (Table 6), several forest owner or forest related variables had statistically significant
impact on the probability of the choice.
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Table 6. Variables that explained statistically significantly the amount of compensation
request in reference to 100% compensation of costs and income loss in Model B (full

results tables in Appendix 6.1).

Willing to Accept Less Than Full Compensation

Small Forests
Age and length of ownership

Dominant tree species

Area below 1 ha: increase probability (longer rotation)
Middle age and long ownership: lower probability
(buffer strips, leaving logging residues).

Norway Spruce: decrease probability (buffer strips,

Demand More Than Full Compensation

High Forest Income

Age and length of ownership

Objectives

Social Norm

Country

Dominant tree species

Increase probability (deadwood, logging residues, buffer
strips

Middle age and long ownership: lower probability (buffer
strips, longer rotation)

Old age and long ownership: lower probability (longer
rotation)

Amenity objectives: reduce probability (longer rotation)
Regulatory ES objectives: increase probability (longer
rotation)

Forestry Network: lower probability (leaving logging
residues)

Sweden: higher probability (buffer strips)

Czechia: higher probability (buffer strips)

Romania: higher probability (longer rotation)

Norway Spruce: decrease probability (buffer strips)

Do not participate for any amount of compensation

High forest income
Perceived Behavioural Control
Social Norm

Country
Age and length of ownership

Dominant tree species
Gender
Objectives

Forest area

Decrease probability (deadwood, retention trees, buffer
strips)

Market schemes: decrease probability (deadwood, CCF)
Infrastructure: decreases probability (longer rotation)
Forestry Network: decrease probability (CCF)

Czechia: higher probability (buffer strips)

Middle age with long ownership: decrease probability
(buffer strips, leaving logging residues)

Old age with long ownership: decreases probability
(longer rotation)

Norway Spruce decrease probability (buffer strips)

Men lower probability (longer rotation)

Amenity objectives: decrease probability (longer
rotation)

Under 1 hectare: increase probability (longer rotation,
leaving logging residues)
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4. Conclusions

The preliminary analysis on forest owners’ past climate smart (CSF) management indicates
that despite the differences between the twelve analysed countries, there are common factors
that explain forest owners’ behaviour. Among these are several of the tested TPB-based
factors. The factors explaining the compensation requests varied between different CSF
activities. The results did not reveal any factors that would explain the amount of
compensation claims for more than two CSF measures.

These findings underscore the importance of designing forest policy instruments that account
for the heterogeneity among forest owners. While a portion of owners is willing to adopt new
management practices with little or no compensation, others request substantial financial
incentives to consider change. A distinct group remains highly resistant, highlighting the need
for targeted communication and trust-building. Understanding forest owners’ knowledge,
beliefs, and values regarding forest management is crucial for effective policy design. For
example, competitive bidding process could lead to modest implementation costs in cases of
low compensation requests and values supporting the management change. On the other
hand, if the desired change conflicts with forest owners’ own preferences and objectives and
results in costs or loss of income, higher levels of compensation may be justified alongside
stronger promotion of management change. Moreover, forestry professionals play a key role
as intermediaries—translating policy goals into actionable guidance and fostering informed
decision making among diverse owner groups.

The observed differences between countries and the relatively low explanatory power of the
models suggest that country-specific, tailored studies are needed to gain deeper insights into
forest owners’ CSF forestry behaviour and compensation requests. Furthermore, most of the
eight CSF management activities operationalized in this study are activities that require active
forest management measures that assume that the forest is harvested (e.g., implementing
CCF, leaving retention trees on harvesting sites). Some forest owners responding to the survey
identify that they do not actively manage their forest (e.g., no harvesting). Thus, passive forest
management regimes (i.e., if the owner has an unmanaged forests) was included as an
explanatory variable in the models. Treatment of forest owners with unmanaged forests as a
separate subgroup for modelling will be further analysed in the next steps of the work. Future
research should explore barriers to change in more detail, including the decision-making
environment, all relevant influencing factors, and the actual costs associated with
implementing CSF activities.
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6. Appendices

6.1 Appendix — Logistic regression and MNL model results
6.1.1 Deadwood

Logistic regression

“No” Coef. Std.Err. z P>z Interval]
[95%Conf

Spain 1.247 0.373 3.350 0.001 0.516 1.977

Sweden 0.815 0.210 3.880 0.000 0.404 1.227

PBC_market_ -0.160 0.050 -3.180 0.001 -0.258 -0.061

avg

Scots pine -0.346 0.160 -2.160 0.030 -0.660 -0.033

_cons -0.317 0.167 -1.900 0.057 -0.644 0.010

Number of 1,185

obs

Log likelihood -737.771
Pseudo R2 0.0271

Multinomial logistic regression

Coef. Std.Err. z P>z Interval]
[95%Conf

Willing to Accept Less Than Full Compensation
Forestincome -0.039 0.411 -0.100 0.924 -0.846 0.767
_over26
PBC_market_ 0.183 0.128 1.430 0.152 -0.067 0.434
avg
_cons 0.486 0.393 1.240 0.216 -0.284 1.256
Willing to Accept for Full Compensation (100% of costs and income loss) (base
outcome)
Demand More Than Full Compensation
Forestincome 1.615 0.537 3.010 0.003 0.562 2.667
_over26
PBC_market_ -0.161 0.204 -0.790 0.429 -0.562 0.239
avg
_cons -0.780 0.601 -1.300 0.194 -1.959 0.398
Do not participate for any amount of compensation
Forestincome  -1.258 0.628 -2.000 0.045 -2.489 -0.027
_over26
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%

PBC_market_ -0.375 0.143 -2.630 0.009 -0.654 -0.096
avg
_cons 1.624 0.404 4.020 0.000 0.832 2.416
Number of 401
obs
Log likelihood -455.182
Pseudo R2 0.0595
6.1.2 Continuous cover forestry
Logistic regression
“No” Coef. Std.Err. z P>z Interval]
[95%Conf
PBC_Infra_av -0.130 0.053 -2.470 0.013 -0.234 -0.027
g9
RES_objectiv -0.256 0.069 -3.710 0.000 -0.392 -0.121
es_f
Mi1_Family -0.125 0.053 -2.370 0.018 -0.227 -0.022
middle_long 0.622 0.177 3.510 0.000 0.275 0.969
Spain 1.361 0.378 3.600 0.000 0.620 2.101
European 0.481 0.177 2.730 0.006 0.135 0.828
beech
Sweden 0.919 0.214 4.290 0.000 0.499 1.338
_cons 0.066 0.297 0.220 0.824 -0.516 0.649
Number of 1,185
obs
Log likelihood -727.839
Pseudo R2 0.0484
Multinomial logistic regression
Coef. Std.Err. z P>z Interval]
[95%Conf
Willing to Accept Less Than Full Compensation
PBC_market_ -0.084 0.120 -0.700 0.482 -0.319 0.150
avg
_cons 0.313 0.528 0.590 0.553 -0.722 1.348

Willing to Accept for Full Compensation (100% of costs and income loss) (base

outcome)
Demand More Than Full Compensation
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PBC_market_ -0.098 0.184 -0.530 0.595 -0.458 0.263
avg

_cons -1.279 0.835 -1.530 0.125 -2.915 0.357
Do not participate for any amount of compensation

PBC_market_ -0.376 0.134 -2.810 0.005 -0.638 -0.114
avg

_cons 1.712 0.535 3.200 0.001 0.664 2.760
Number  of 411

obs

Log likelihood -489.523
Pseudo R2 0.0250

6.1.3 Retention trees

Logistic regression

“No” Coef. Std.Err. z P>z Interval]
[95%Conf

Sweden 0.694 0.233 2.970 0.003 0.236 1.151

PBC_market_ -0.232 0.062 -3.730 0.000 -0.353 -0.110

avg

Romania -0.718 0.269 -2.670 0.008 -1.245 -0.191

Spain 1.384 0.370 3.740 0.000 0.658 2.110

old_long -0.411 0.192 -2.140 0.032 -0.787 -0.035

Mi1_Family -0.167 0.059 -2.850 0.004 -0.282 -0.052

_cons 0.235 0.326 0.720 0.470 -0.403 0.873

Number of 1,167

obs

Log likelihood -554.789
Pseudo R2 0.0580

Multinomial logistic regression

Coef. Std.Err. y4 P>z Interval]
[95%Conf
Willing to Accept Less Than Full Compensation
inv_mills3 0.693 0.390 1.780 0.076 -0.071 1.457
Forestincome -0.796 0.487 -1.640 0.102 -1.751 0.158
_over26
_cons -0.040 0.680 -0.060 0.953 -1.373 1.292
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Willing to Accept for Full Compensation (100% of costs and income loss) (base

outcome)

Demand More Than Full Compensation

inv_mills3 -0.261 0.511 -0.510 0.609 -1.263 0.741
Forestincome 1.277 0.547 2.330 0.020 0.204 2.349
_over26

_cons -0.389 0.871 -0.450 0.655 -2.097 1.319
Do not participate for any amount of compensation

inv_mills3 -0.115 0.421 -0.270 0.785 -0.940 0.709
Forestincome  -1.891 0.705 -2.680 0.007 -3.273 -0.509
_over26

_cons 0.991 0.710 1.400 0.163 -0.401 2.383
Number of 237

obs

Log likelihood -279.454
Pseudo R2 0.0647

6.1.4 Buffer strips

Logistic regression

“No” Coef. Std.Err. z P>z Interval]
[95%Conf
Mi1_Family -0.156 0.063 -2.480 0.013 -0.279 -0.033
RES_objectiv -0.305 0.080 -3.780 0.000 -0.462 -0.147
es_f
middle_short -0.447 0.223 -2.000 0.046 -0.885 -0.009
middle_long 0.568 0.204 2.780 0.005 0.168 0.968
Finland -0.656 0.272 -2.410 0.016 -1.189 -0.123
Spain 0.954 0.405 2.350 0.019 0.160 1.747
Forestincome 0.777 0.191 4.080 0.000 0.403 1.150
_over26
_cons -0.943 0.301 -3.140 0.002 -1.533 -0.354
Number of 1,185
obs

Log likelihood -532.824
Pseudo R2 0.0556

Multinomial logistic regression

Coef. Std.Err. z P>z Interval]
[95%Conf
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Willing to Accept Less Than Full Compensation

Pi8_Voluntary  -0.189 0.249 -0.760 0.447 -0.677 0.299
PBC_market_ 0.431 0.266 1.620 0.105 -0.091 0.953
avg

Sweden 0.695 0.665 1.050 0.296 -0.608 1.999
middle_long -0.999 0.446 -2.240 0.025 -1.873 -0.125
Norway -1.387 0.446 -3.110 0.002 -2.262 -0.512
Spruce

Czechia 1.756 1.151 1.530 0.127 -0.500 4.013
Forestincome -0.134 0.479 -0.280 0.780 -1.072 0.804
_over26

_cons 0.697 0.522 1.340 0.182 -0.326 1.719
Willing to Accept for Full Compensation (100% of costs and income loss) (base
outcome)

Demand More Than Full Compensation

Pi8_Voluntary 0.333 0.318 1.050 0.296 -0.291 0.956
PBC_market_ -0.175 0.346 -0.510 0.612 -0.853 0.502
avg

Sweden 2.050 0.822 2.490 0.013 0.438 3.662
middle_long -2.402 0.859 -2.800 0.005 -4.085 -0.718
Norway -2.377 0.745 -3.190 0.001 -3.837 -0.918
Spruce

Czechia 2.631 1.367 1.920 0.054 -0.049 5.312
Forestincome 1.335 0.618 2.160 0.031 0.124 2.545
_over26

_cons -0.829 0.764 -1.090 0.278 -2.327 0.668
Do not participate for any amount of compensation

Pi8_Voluntary 0.424 0.287 1.480 0.139 -0.138 0.986
PBC_market_ -0.533 0.315 -1.690 0.091 -1.151 0.085
avg

Sweden -0.261 0.823 -0.320 0.751 -1.873 1.351
middle_long -1.413 0.566 -2.500 0.012 -2.521 -0.304
DomTreeSpc -0.595 0.508 -1.170 0.242 -1.591 0.402
s1

Czechia 3.057 1.137 2.690 0.007 0.828 5.286
Forestincome  -1.377 0.682 -2.020 0.043 -2.714 -0.040
_over26

_cons 0.968 0.580 1.670 0.095 -0.169 2.104
Number of 217

obs

Log likelihood -236.852
Pseudo R2 0.1487
6.1.5 Longer rotation length

Logistic regression
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“No” Coef. Std.Err. z P>z Interval]
[95%Conf

Gender_male 0.459 0.138 3.320 0.001 0.188 0.729

Amenity_obje -0.484 0.096 -5.030 0.000 -0.673 -0.295

ctives_f

Spain 1.505 0.371 4.060 0.000 0.779 2.232

Sweden 0.631 0.213 2.960 0.003 0.213 1.049

Income_objec 0.371 0.104 3.570 0.000 0.168 0.575

tives_f

_cons -1.360 0.112 -12.160 0.000 -1.579 -1.141

Number of 1,185

obs

Log likelihood -672.715
Pseudo R2 0.0454

Multinomial logistic regression

Coef. Std.Err. z P>z Interval]
[95%Conf

Willing to Accept Less Than Full Compensation
Gender_male -0.401 0.334 -1.200 0.230 -1.055 0.253
PBC_Infra_av 0.015 0.133 0.110 0.910 -0.246 0.276
g
Romania 0.074 0.520 0.140 0.888 -0.946 1.093
middle_long -0.737 0.386 -1.910 0.056 -1.492 0.019
Amenity_obje  -0.114 0.248 -0.460 0.646 -0.600 0.372
ctives_f
old_long -0.668 0.382 -1.750 0.080 -1.416 0.080
RES_objectiv -0.007 0.238 -0.030 0.978 -0.474 0.461
es_f
ForestArea_u 0.917 0.447 2.050 0.040 0.041 1.793
nder1
_cons 1.118 0.575 1.950 0.052 -0.008 2.245
Willing to Accept for Full Compensation (100% of costs and income loss) (base
outcome)
Demand More Than Full Compensation
Gender_male 0.378 0.489 0.770 0.439 -0.580 1.337
PBC_Infra_av 0.078 0.188 0.410 0.678 -0.291 0.447
g
Romania 1.379 0.622 2.220 0.027 0.160 2.598
middle_long -1.542 0.638 -2.420 0.016 -2.793 -0.291
Amenity_obje  -0.999 0.321 -3.120 0.002 -1.628 -0.371
ctives_f
old_long -2.395 0.812 -2.950 0.003 -3.985 -0.804
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RES_objectiv 0.908 0.352 2.580 0.010 0.218 1.598
es_f

ForestArea_u -1.078 0.875 -1.230 0.218 -2.793 0.636
nder1

_cons -0.799 0.833 -0.960 0.337 -2.432 0.833
Do not participate for any amount of compensation

Gender_male -0.832 0.377 -2.210 0.027 -1.571 -0.094
PBC_Infra_av -0.367 0.154 -2.380 0.017 -0.669 -0.064
g

Romania -1.099 0.755 -1.460 0.145 -2.579 0.380
middle_long -1.013 0.488 -2.080 0.038 -1.970 -0.056
Amenity_obje -0.535 0.270 -1.980 0.047 -1.064 -0.007
ctives_f

old_long -0.345 0.428 -0.800 0.421 -1.184 0.495
RES_objectiv 0.430 0.266 1.620 0.105 -0.091 0.950
es_f

ForestArea_u 0.940 0.488 1.930 0.054 -0.016 1.897
nder1

_cons 1.986 0.626 3.170 0.002 0.759 3.213
Number of 333

obs

Log likelihood -385.365
Pseudo R2 0.0915

6.1.6 Leaving logging residues

Logistic regression

“No” Coef. Std.Err. y4 P>z Interval]
[95%Conf

Gender_male 0.289 0.123 2.340 0.019 0.047 0.530

Unmanaged -0.345 0.139 -2.480 0.013 -0.617 -0.072

United -1.801 0.546 -3.300 0.001 -2.872 -0.731

Kingdom

Switzerland -0.639 0.281 -2.270 0.023 -1.191 -0.088

Romania -0.443 0.175 -2.530 0.011 -0.786 -0.100

PBC_market_ -0.141 0.069 -2.040 0.041 -0.276 -0.006

avg

PBC_Infra_av 0.163 0.071 2.300 0.021 0.024 0.303

g

France -1.178 0.347 -3.390 0.001 -1.859 -0.497

_cons -0.388 0.212 -1.830 0.068 -0.804 0.028

Number of 1,185

obs

Log likelihood -773.915
Pseudo R2 0.0347
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Multinomial logistic regression

Coef. Std.Err. z P>z Interval]
[95%Conf

Willing to Accept Less Than Full Compensation
ForestArea_u 0.468 0.366 1.280 0.200 -0.249 1.185
nder1
Income_objec 0.274 0.169 1.620 0.105 -0.057 0.606
tives_f
ForestryNetw -0.078 0.125 -0.620 0.536 -0.324 0.168
ork_avg
middle_long -0.916 0.355 -2.580 0.010 -1.612 -0.221
_cons 1.577 0.571 2.760 0.006 0.459 2.696
Willing to Accept for Full Compensation (100% of costs and income loss) (base
outcome)
Demand More Than Full Compensation
ForestArea_u -0.355 0.585 -0.610 0.544 -1.503 0.792
nder1
Income_objec 0.386 0.253 1.530 0.126 -0.109 0.882
tives_f
ForestryNetw -0.453 0.168 -2.690 0.007 -0.783 -0.123
ork_avg
middle_long -0.332 0.507 -0.650 0.513 -1.325 0.661
_cons 1.379 0.724 1.900 0.057 -0.041 2.798
Do not participate for any amount of compensation
ForestArea_u 1.002 0.383 2.620 0.009 0.252 1.752
nder1
Income_objec  -0.195 0.183 -1.060 0.287 -0.554 0.164
tives_f
ForestryNetw -0.232 0.135 -1.720 0.086 -0.497 0.033
ork_avg
middle_long -0.070 0.370 -0.190 0.850 -0.795 0.655
_cons 1.185 0.608 1.950 0.051 -0.007 2.376
Number of 484
obs

Log likelihood -552.080
Pseudo R2 0.0427

6.1.7 Continuous cover forestry on peatlands
Logistic regression
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“No” Coef. Std.Err. z P>z Interval]
[95%Conf

Amenity_obje -0.554 0.149 -3.720 0.000 -0.846 -0.263

ctives_f

Income_objec 0.551 0.172 3.200 0.001 0.214 0.888

tives_f

middle_short -0.745 0.322 -2.310 0.021 -1.377 -0.113

_cons -0.854 0.123 -6.920 0.000 -1.096 -0.612

Number of 457

obs

Log likelihood -271.504
Pseudo R2 0.0386

Multinomial logistic regression

Coef. Std.Err. z P>z Interval]
[95%Conf

Willing to Accept Less Than Full Compensation
Income_objec 0.440 0.300 1.470 0.143 -0.148 1.028
tives_f
_cons 0.916 0.233 3.930 0.000 0.459 1.373
Willing to Accept for Full Compensation (100% of costs and income loss) (base
outcome)
Demand More Than Full Compensation
Income_objec 0.604 0.434 1.390 0.164 -0.247 1.456
tives_f
_cons -0.520 0.324 -1.610 0.108 -1.154 0.114
Do not participate for any amount of compensation
Income_objec  -0.637 0.333 -1.910 0.056 -1.291 0.016
tives_f
_cons -0.077 0.296 -0.260 0.796 -0.657 0.504
Number of 141
obs

Log likelihood -168.351
Pseudo R2 0.0489
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6.2 Appendix — Forest Owner Survey

Thank you for your interest in our survey.

Climate change is transforming European forests. This transformation has implications on future
forest management decisions. The aim of this survey is to assess how forest management trajectories
may evolve in response to climate change. The survey is distributed across thirteen European
countries and collects views from forest owners, forest managers and the general public towards
acceptable forest management practices.

The survey is led by the European Forest Institute (EFI) and Natural Resources Institute Finland
(LUKE) under a collaboration between three European research projects: FORESTPATHS,
FORWARDS, and HOLISOILS. Additional information is available on the project homepages:

FORESTPATHS: https://forestpaths.eu/
FORWARDS: https://forwards-project.eu/

HOLISOILS: https://holisoils.eu/

By completing the survey, you will support the development of European forest management
recommendations. Your answers will only be used for research purposes. Answers cannot be linked
to individual respondents. Your personal data is treated confidentially and is only available to
project researchers.

FORESTPATHS receives funding from the European Union's Horizon Europe Research and Innovation Programme under grant
agreement No. 101056755, as well as from the United Kingdom Research and Innovation Council (UKRI). FORWARDS receives
funding from the European Union's European Research Executive Agency under grant agreement No. 101084481. HOLISOILS
receives funding from the European Union's Horizon 2020 research and innovation programme under grant agreement No.
10100289.

The following question determines if you represent the views of a forest practitioner or the
general public.

1.Please identify yourself.

[ own a forest.

[ am responsible for managing a forest, but I do not own the forest.
Both of the above.

None of the above.

oooo
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You are representing the views of a private forest owner.

The survey contains four sections and takes approximately 15-20 minutes to complete. We
recommend that you complete the survey on a desktop or tablet. You may begin the survey
on a mobile device and switch to a desktop or tablet at any time.

— Section 1 asks about the characteristics of your forest.

— Section 2 asks about ongoing management activities in your forest.

— Section 3 asks about your views on forest management.

— Section 4 asks about your views on financial compensation for forest management.

Section 1. The following section asks about the characteristics of your forest.

2. In which country is your forest located?

Croatia

Czechia

Finland

France

Italy

Germany

The Netherlands
Latvia

Romania

Spain

Sweden
Switzerland,

The United Kingdom
Other. Please describe: [---]

OO0O0O0O0000O0OO00O00O0

3. How did you become a forest owner?

O Transfer of ownership within family (e.g., family inheritance; purchase from family
member)

Purchase from entity outside the family

Marriage

Restitution
Other. Please describe: [---]

Oooo|o

4. Approximately how many years have you been a forest owner?

years.
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5. What is the approximate total area of forest you own?

hectares.

6. Are there areas of your forest that are left unmanaged? In this context, uynmanaged
areas refer to areas where no silvicultural activities take place whatsoever, regardless of
whether this choice is intentional.

O The entire forest is managed.
O The entire forest is unmanaged.
O Only some areas of the forest are unmanaged. Please estimate the total number of

hectares that are unmanaged: [---]

Section 2. This section asks about ongoing management activities in your forest.

The following page asks you to identify the prevalent forest type within your forest
property. In this context, the forest type is composed of forest stands that share similar
tree species composition and forest structure. The prevalent forest type refers to the
forest type of the largest area within your forest property. Please answer the following
questions with your prevalent forest type in mind.

7. What is the dominant tree species found in the prevalent forest type?

[Dropdown list of 5-6 species, queries according to the forest country]

8. What is the secondary tree species found in the prevalent forest type, if any?

[Dropdown list of 5-6 species, queries according to the forest country]

9. Approximately how much area of the prevalent forest type does the dominant
tree species cover?

O More than 80% of the prevalent forest area.
O Less than 80% of the prevalent forest area.
O I do not know.

10. Are the stands in the prevalent forest type primarily even-aged or uneven-aged?

O Even-aged (i.e., more than 80% of trees within a stand are of similar age and
size).

O Uneven-aged (i.e.,, more than 20% of trees in a stand are of dissimilar age
and size).

O I do not know
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11. What is the estimated area of the prevalent forest type within your total forest
property? Note: the area of the prevalent forest type cannot exceed your total forest

property.

hectares.

In the previous question, you described your prevalent forest type. Next, select the
typical forest management activities implemented in the prevalent forest type. Typical
activities refer to the most frequently implemented option among the list of choices.

12. What is the typical cutting regime used within the prevalent forest type?
A) Clear felling
B) Clear felling with retention of seed trees
C) Group selection
D) Shelterwood
E) Single tree selection
F) No cutting regimes
G) Idon’t know

13. What is the typical thinning regime used within the prevalent forest type?
A) Thinning from above (selects larger trees for harvest, leaving smaller trees on site)
B) Thinning from below (selects smaller trees for harvest, leaving larger trees on site)
C) Thinning of all size classes
D) No thinning regime
E) Idon’t know

14. What is the typical regeneration method used within the prevalent forest type?
A) Natural regeneration
B) Plantings
C) Seedlings
D) Coppice
E) Idon’t know

15. Is the prevalent forest type typically regenerated using native or exotic tree species?
A) Native species
B) Exotic species
C) A mix of both
D) Idon’t know

16. What is the most typical type of planting material used to regenerate the prevalent
forest type?
A) Regular, non-certified planting material (e.g., no preference for genetic material)
B) Regular, certified planting material (e.g., recognized national provenances)
C) Improved planting material (e.g., from national tree breeding program)
D) Certified endemic material
E) Non-endemic material
F) Idon't know
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17. Species composition
A) Maintaining current forest species composition
B) Shifting towards broadleaves dominated forest
C) Shifting towards conifers dominated forest
D) Shifting to mixed species forest
E) Idon’tknow

18. What is the typical post-disturbance management approach used within the prevalent
forest type?
A) Salvage logging with planting
B) Salvage logging with natural regeneration
C) Leaving all wood with natural regeneration on the area affected by disturbances
D) No post-disturbance management
E) Idon’t know

19. What is the typical agroforestry system used within the prevalent forest type?
A) No agroforestry system
B) Livestock grazing
C) Alley cropping
D) Combination livestock grazing and alley cropping
E) Other agroforestry systems
F) Idon’tknow

20. What is the typical deadwood management system used within the prevalent forest
type?
A) Retaining of deadwood
B) Proliferation of deadwood
C) Removal of deadwood
D) Idon’t know

21. What is the typical stand tending system used within the prevalent forest type?
A) Removal of undergrowth (e.g., clearing shrubbery)
B) Precommercial thinning
C) Neither of the above systems
D) Idon’t know
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Section 3. This section asks about your views on forest management.

22. How important do you find the following forest management objectives?

Extremely Very Moderately | Somewhat | Slightly | Notatall
important | important | important | important | important | important
Generating income from timber. O O O O O O
Generating income from a wild forest product (e.g., cork, O O O O O O
nuts, berries, medicinal plants, mushrooms, game meat, etc.).
Generating income from a recreational service, such as 0O O 0O 0O 0O 0O
ecotourism lodging, nature tours, hunting concessions, etc.
Producing wild forest products (e.g., cork, nuts, berries,
mushrooms, game meat) for non-commercial uses, such as O O O O O O
collection for household use.
Producing timber for non-commercial uses, such as O O O O O O
collecting firewood for household use.
Creating opportunities for recreation, such as walking, O O O O O O
picnicking, birdwatching, hunting, etc.
Creatmg acces.51ble forest areas (e.g., forest paths, O O O O O O
recreational trails).
Ens.urlng safe forest areas (e.g., forest paths, recreational O O O O O O
trails).
Biodiversity preservation. O O O O O O
Improving forest soil quality. O O O O O O
Improving local watershed quality. O O O O O O
Mltlgatln.g climate change by, for example, increasing forest 0 O 0 0 0 0
carbon sinks.
Reducing blqtlc fo.rest disturbances caused by sources such 0O O 0O 0O 0O 0O
as pest, fungi, or disease.
Reducing f';\blotlc forest dlstu.rbances caused by sources such O O O O O O
as forest fires, drought, or windthrow.
Safeguardl.ng cultural her.'ltage sites, such as areas important O O O O O O
to the family or community.
Creating opportunities for upholding traditional knowledge
among family, friends, or community members (e.g., how to O O O O O O
ski, fish, hunt, forage, manage the forest).
Creatmg beau.tlful forest areas (e.g, forest paths, 0O O 0O 0O 0O 0O
recreational trails).
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23. To what extent do you believe that implementing your forest management objectives will lead to the

following outcomes.

Strongly Agree Slightly S.Iightly Disagree Slj“rongly
agree agree | disagree disagree

Income from timber sales. O O O O O O
Inco?n.e from the sale of a wild forest product (e.g., cork, nuts, berries, 0 0O O O O O
medicinal plants, mushrooms, etc.).
Income from 2.1 recreation.al service, such as ecotourism lodging, nature 0O 0O O 0O O 0O
tours, or hunting concessions.
Production of Wil(.Il forest product (e.g., cork, nuts, berries, mushrooms) O O O O O O
for non-commercial use.
Production of timber for non-commercial use. O O O O O O
Opportuniti.es for r.ecreation, s.uch as hiking, collecting wild forest 0 0O O O O O
products, birdwatching, or hunting.
Accessible forest areas (e.g., forest paths, recreational trails). O O O O O O
Safe forest areas (e.g., forest paths, recreational trails). O O O O O O
Beautiful forest areas (e.g., forest paths, recreational trails). O O O O O O
Biodiversity preservation. O O O O O O
Improved forest soil quality. O O O O O O
Improved local watershed quality. O O O O O O
Climate change mitigation. O O O O O O
Atreduction in biotic forest disturbances caused by pest, fungi, disease, O O O O O O
etc.
A reduction in abiotic forest disturbances caused by fires, drought, O O O O O O
windthrow, etc.
Safeguarfling cultural heritage sites important to the family or O O O O O O
community.
Opportunities for sharing traditional knowledge among family, friends,
or community members (e.g., how to ski, fish, hunt, forage, manage the| O O O O O O
forest).

management objectives is...”

24. Please evaluate the following statements. “Overall, I believe that implementing my forest

Good O O O O O O O Bad
Important| O O O O O O O |Unimportant
Convenient O O O O O O O Inconvenient
Harmful O O O O O O O Beneficial

25. If you had to give an opinion, to what extend do you think that the following individuals would
approve or disapprove of the implementation of your forest management objectives?

Strongly 4 Somewhat| Don’t | Somewhat | .. Strongly

approve | “PP™°V¢ | approve care | disapprove Disapprove disapprove
My family members O O O O O O O
My friends O O O O O O O
My neighbours O O O O O O O
The general public O O O O O O O
Other forest owners in my region O O O O O O O
Local forest owner’s association O O O O O O O
Local forest authority O O O O O O O
National forest authority O O O O O O O
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26. How important are the opinions of the following individuals regarding your decision to
implement your forest management objectives?

Extremely Very Moderately | Somewhat | Slightly | Notatall

important | important | important | important | important | important
Family members O O O O O O
My friends O O O O O O
My neighbours O O O O O O
The general public O O O O O O
Other forest owners in my region O O O O O O
Local forest owner’s association O O O O O O
Local forest authority O O O O O O
National forest authority O O O O O O

27. Ultimately, how strongly would you agree or disagree with the following statements about
society's impact on your choice of forest management objectives?

Strongly
agree

Agree

ag

Slightly

ree

Slightly
disagree

Disagree

Strongly
disagree

I feel pressure to implement my forest management objectives.

]

O

O

O

O

]

People don’t want me to implement my forest management

objectives.

I feel pressure to change my forest management objectives.

In general, people approve of my forest management objectives.

oo o

ool g

ool g

ool o

ool g

oo o

28. How important would access to the following resources be for implementing your forest

management objectives?

Extremely
important

Very
important

important

Moderately

Somewhat
important

Slightly
important

Not at all
important

Manual labour

Technology (e.g., GPS equipment, forest machinery)

Infrastructure (e.g., forest roads)

Credit or loans

Advisory services offering trainings, reports, information
portals, or other information

Subsidies or grants

Market instruments (e.g., carbon credits, payment for
ecosystem services)

Voluntary agreements (e.g., forest certifications)

Oy oo o|oooo

Oy oo o|oooo

Oy oo o|oooo

Oy oo o|oooo

Oy oo o|oooo

Oy oo o|oooo

29. What do you think is the likelihood that you will have sufficient access to the following resources?

ety | 9V | ey | ety | | il

Manual labour O O O O O O
Technology (e.g., GPS equipment, forest machinery) O O O | | O
Infrastructure (e.g., forest roads) O O O O O O
Credit or loans O O O O O O
Advisory services offering trainings, reports, information O O O O O O
portals, or other information

Subsidies or grants O O O O O O
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Market 1nstrurpents (e.g., carbon credits, payment for O O O O O O
ecosystem services)
Voluntary agreements (e.g., forest certification) O O O O O O
30. Please indicate how strongly you agree or disagree with the following statements.

Strongly Agree Slightly S.Iightly Disagree Sl?rongly

agree agree | disagree Disagree

[ anticipate I will implement my forest management objectives. O O O O O O
[ intend to implement my forest management objectives. O O O O O O
[ want to implement my forest management objectives. O O | O O O
It is difficult to implement my forest management objectives. O O O | O O
I can implement my forest management objectives if [ want to. O O O O O O
[ have the necessary resources to implement my forest O O O O O O
management objectives.
31. Lastly, please evaluate your views on the following statements about forest management.

Strongly Agree Slightly S‘Iightly Disagree St,trongly

agree agree | disagree Disagree

Th(.e bz'151s of my forgst management decisions is the law, O O O O O O
legislations, and regulations.
The . l?a51s of my forest management decisions is upholding O O O O O O
traditions.
The basis of_rpy forest management decisions is the market and 0O O O O 0O 0O
market conditions.
The basis of my forest management decisions is expertise and 0 O O O 0O O
knowledge.
The basis of my forest management decisions is the normative 0O O O O 0O 0O
pressure I feel.
The basis of my forest management decisions is what I believe is O O O O O O
best for my forest.
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Section 4. This final section asks for your views on monetary compensation for various forest
management activities. Please read the questions carefully before answering.

32. Have you ever intentionally implemented any of the following forest management activities in any
of your forest stands? Please read the questions carefully before answering, as the proposed
activities might be atypically implemented.

i. Retained atleast 10 m3/ha of standing or fallen deadwood in a forest stand with low risk of
forest fire? This equals roughly 15-20 stems of over 20 centimetres diameter per hectare.

OYes [ONo [ This activity cannot be implemented in my forest [ I don’t know

ii. Implemented continuous cover forestry in 20% or more of your total forest area? Continuous
cover forestry refers to a silvicultural system that largely maintains the forest cover of a forest stand
by cutting single trees, groups of trees, or using a shelterwood system, all of which all avoid
clearcutting of the entire tree cover.

OYes [ONo [ This activity cannot be implemented in my forest [ I don’t know

iii.  Atfinal felling, reserved at least 5% of the trees in an even-aged stand as retention trees? This
equals roughly 10 m3/ha (15-20 stems) when logging 200 m3/ha.

OYes [ONo [ This activity cannot be implemented in my forest [ I don’t know

iv.  Left undisturbed forest buffer strips of 20 meters or more adjacent to any body of water?

OYes [ONo [ This activity cannot be implemented in my forest [ I don’t know

v. Lengthened the rotation period of a forest stand at low risk of forest disturbances by at least
25% of the typical rotation period? For example, lengthening the rotation period in a stand from 80
to 100 years.

OYes [ONo [ This activity cannot be implemented in my forest [ I don’t know

vi. Leftall the logging residues in a recently logged forest stand? For example, not harvesting logging
residues for bioenergy.

OYes [ONo [ This activity cannot be implemented in my forest [ I don’t know

[ITEM VII ONLY APPEARS FOR SELECTED COUNTRIES: FINLAND, LATVIA, SWEDEN]

vii.  Applied continuous cover forestry in a peatland forest stand of 20% or more hectares, by selecting
single tree or group trees for felling, rather than clearcutting the entire stand.

OYes [ONo [ This activity cannot be implemented in my forest [ I don’t know
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You have nearly completed the survey. Please briefly tell us more about yourself before
submitting your responses.

Year of birth:

Where do you live?
Gender

O Female

O Male

O Prefer to self-describe: [---]
O Choose not to say

Highest educational qualification

None

Primary education
Secondary education
Vocational qualification
University degree, Bachelor’s
University degree, Master’s
University degree, Doctoral
Other

What share of your total annual income approximately stems from forestry?

OooOoooooao

No contribution
Less than 5 %
6-25 %

26-50 %
51-75%

More than 75 %

OoOooOooOooan

What is your combined household annual income before tax?

Less than 5 % Less than 10,000€
10,000€ - 19,999€
20,000€ - 29,999€
30,000€ - 39,999€
40,000€ - 49,999€
50,000€ - 59,999€
60,000€ - 69,999€
70,000€ - 79,999€
80,000€ - 89,999€
90,000€ - 99,999€
100,000€ - 149,999€
150,000€ - 200,000€
Over 200,000€
Choose not to say

OO0O0OO0OO0OOoO0O0Oo0O0O0oOooo
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