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The current text of Regulation on FRL:

○ is tacit on some main elements of the 
methodology (e.g. what models 
can/should be used)

○ requires to fix forest policies (harvest 
intensity) by 2009 (i.e., up to 10 years 
before the RL will be constructed)

○ does not justify why RL should be 
fixed so early (end of 2018)



Annex A of the proposed Regulation:

○ (correctly) requires consistency with 
historical GHG and other estimates 
but does not detail how

○ (correctly?) requires consistency with 
projected GHG estimates under 
Regulation (EU) 525/2013 but does 
not detail how

○ does not detail assumptions to follow



Different methodologies may lead to 
different projections



○ „Reference levels shall be consistent
with the goal of achieving a balance 
between anthropogenic emissions by 
sources and removals by sinks of 
greenhouse gases in the second half 
of this century” – what does this 
mean for methodology?

Annex A of the proposed Regulation:



○ „Reference levels should take into 
account the objective of contributing 
to the conservation of biodiversity and 
the sustainable use of natural 
resources …” – what does this mean 
for methodology?

Annex A of the proposed Regulation:



○ assumes that setting an FRL is 
straightforward and possible with a 
complex model

○ does not mention whether JRC will 
assist in the modelling

Current text of Regulation, Annex:



Proposal to address some of the above
issues for the construction of FRL (1)
 directly use the reviewed, full time series of 

net emissions and removals of the managed 
forests (without the afforested land) for 
1990-2018 and for 1990-2023 to derive the 
FRL – they represent ALL factors affecting 
harvest & removals



Separately working with harvest data requires 
the use complex carbon accounting models – do 

we need them for FRL? Not necessarily
CASMOFOR



Proposal to address some of the above
issues for the construction of FRL (2)

 let the „default” method be an 
extrapolation of these datasets for 5-year 
long periods = extrapolation of ALL factors 
(natural & management)



Example: Hungary, FL-FL
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Proposal to address some of the above
issues for the construction of FRL (3)

 allow for modifications of the method of 
the extrapolation (e.g., with regard to 
starting year; linear or polinomial) if 
those can be justified

 let MS that wish to apply a different 
methodology to use that method but 
request them to justify (including forest 
policy issues) why and how they think 
their FRL should be developed



Advantages of the proposal

 it offers a super simple and transparent
method for several MS

 if, in any year, „afforested land” is moved 
to the „managed forest land” for which 
the FRL is constructed, the FRL should be 
technically corrected annually, which is 
simple by using the „default” method



Advantages of the proposal

 it takes into account historical forest 
management including harvest levels

 prevents countries from “tweaking” their 
forest policy very much 

 applies the „not possible to factor out 
many effects” approach by IPCC



Advantages of the proposal

 arguably, for a complex system of high 
inertia, and based on a long time series, it 
provides a projection that is as good in the 
short run as any other projection, or that 
is at least good enough for the intended 
purpose of the Regulation

 it makes unnecessary any „adjustment” 
that is necessary to establish consistency 
with the historical GHG data



Advantages of the proposal

 it makes the review simple for many MS

 it allows for flexibility for MS that have a
more appropriate model for their 
country-specific case



Advantages of the proposal

 it may generate some (small) undue 
credits or debits for single MS, but these 
biases may not be larger than those for 
the currently proposed approach

 it ensures that if a MS manages its forests 
differently than before, this change will 
be reflected in the calculated credits / 
debits




