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Adding value with a European Forest Risk Facility
Case study reports are a tool to investigate and document how a European Forest
Risk Facility can add value to current actions using concrete examples based on real
events/incidents

A) Description and background
Two major storms hitting the Aquitaine region within 10 years

Aquitaine faced two major storms in 1999 and 2009. The 1999 storm (actually consisting of
two storms namely Martin and Lothar) affected the whole France and generated significant
damages in Aquitaine forest with 23 million cubic meters damaged. A second storm in 2009
(Klaus) occurred only in the southern part of France. It affected maritime pine stands
significantly in southern Aquitaine on an area of 600,000 ha causing 40 million m3 of
damaged timber being equal to the annual harvest of five consecutive years.

Figure 1. Areas of main damage in the Aquitaine region caused by the storms of 1999 and 2009.
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Strom Klaus

The 2009 storm Klaus affected also other regions in southern France as well as in Spain. This
case concentrates on management measures taken within the Aquitaine region where the
forest sector was most strongly impacted and disrupted.
Table 1. Figures of damage in the three ergions of France
FRANCE
(IFN, 2009)

Aquitaine

Standing volume

175 Mm

Damaged volume

40.7 Mm

% Damaged volume

23%

3
3

Midi-Pyrénées
78 Mm

3

1.8 Mm

3

2%
3

1 Mm

LanguedocRoussillon
57 Mm

3

0.6 Mm

3

1%
3

0,5 Mm

3

Annual harvest

7,4 Mm

Number of harvest

5,4

0,6

0,8

Affected forest area

595 000 ha

61 000 ha

30 000 ha

Of which more than 40%
damaged

223 000 ha

7 000 ha

4 000 ha

Storm damages are reported in the area since the 19th century. Winter storm occur when
high depression system build on the Atlantic Ocean and move inland. The usual trajectory of
a winter storm is more north and mostly affects Ireland and the United Kingdom. During the
winter of 2009, however, a specific combination of jet streams and low pressure lead to very
high wind speeds (up to 170 – 190 km/h) and heavy precipitation for more than 6 hours.

Figure 2. Windstorm trajectory of Klaus in 2009.
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Low pressure systems in the Bay of Biscay at that time of the year are very common but such
wind speeds extremely unusual, thus to date such volatile storms cannot be recorded as
typical phenomena. The French weather agency has investigated but was not able to link
these events to climate change and predict any increase in their frequency. The storm event
Klaus is still considered a unique occurrence during this century, however many stakeholders
consider that wind risk may become more frequent in the future.

B) Approach taken
In the following the steps taken by different services and institutions are documented in the
wake of storm Klaus.
Alert
The French Weather Service issued a red alert one day before the storm hit the French
mainland.

Figure 3. Storm alert map provide by the French Weather Service

Preparedness
State services positioned across those regions most probable to be seriously affected with
management teams that had experienced and learned lessons the storm events in 1999.
They were furnished with appropriate equipment for re-opening roads, re-establishing
electricity and the like. Alerts were transmitted via radio and television. Further tailored
messages were sent to forest companies in order to be better prepared following the storm
event.
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Crisis response
Civil protection/security managed effectively to re-opening blocked roads, establishing
power supply and ensuring a swift response of rescue emergency services. The forest sector
effectively organised road sampling to assess the level of damages within one week. Due to
good coordination between forest actors and civil protection forest roads were quickly
cleared and accessible to forest operators. Immediate request to the EU satellite resources
were not possible due to prevailing weather conditions.
Post crisis management
The prompt coordination of the post crisis period by respective administrations together
with all relevant actors and stakeholders included:












crews training for post storm harvesting
support for forest public bodies
ensuring access to grants for road re-opening
mobilising EU Solidarity Funds
ensuring access to grants for forest cleaning
ensuring access to grants for wood storage projects
specific loans for transport and storage
grants for wood transportation
grants for nurseries and restoration actions
grants for preparing for and combating bark beetle in damaged forests for
forthcoming years
consultation process with expert organisations as e.g. the GIP –ECOFOR to
promote good practices

An evaluation of this plan conduced in 2013 concluded that those measures were relevant
and should be used as reference in case of similar event. A couple of weaknesses were
pointed out including: (i) the delay from EU in validating the governmental plan and (ii) the
unclear market disruption generated on wood prices in the aftermath of the storm (iii) the
lack of consultation with surrounding areas/regions which were also directly impacted by the
event consequences (eg. Spain).
It became clear that the experience acquired in the 1999 storm permitted a prompt reaction
and tailored response. Evaluations that were performed after the incident have shown that
the implemented plan from alerting to post-crisis management has been quite efficient.
Some of the below figures underline that:
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40% of damaged wood collected during 2009
overall about 80% of all damaged wood was harvested at the end of the plan
8 million tons equalling to 5 million m3 of wood were stored
7 million m3 wood damaged by bark beetles were timely removed
14 million tons of wood were granted for transport (including wood transported
to foreign countries such as Spain and Germany)

C) Added value
Considerable experiences including good practices and lessons learned have been recorded
during the storm events in 1999 storm and applied during Klaus in 2009. Also actions taken
in the 2009 storm were well documented and procedures further developed. GIP-ECOFOR
ensured that the good practices for crisis management were recorded on its website
(http://landes.gip-ecofor.org/). Further a chapter on crisis management was dedicated to
European Forest Institute publication ‘What Science Can Tell Us’ – Living with storm
damages to forests’3.
The role of a European Forest Risk Facility can be to ensure collating relevant information
such as has been done in the EFI ‘What Science Can Tell Us’ publication
Equally important is to facilitate that experiences gained, good practice examples and
lessons learned are shared across country borders. Especially with countries that have
experienced storm events or are considered storm prone countries. Numerous storms have
occurred also after 2009 however not with impacts that were experienced e.g. in 2009.
However sooner or later large storm events will occur again. Access to information material
following severe storms such as detailed analyses of the events and operational and
management guidelines, are thus of vital importance. Examples of such documentation is
e.g. available from GIP-ECOFOR for the 1999 and 2009 storms in France and compiled in the
Handbook Storm (Handbuch Sturm)’ produced by the Forest Research Institute of Baden
Wuertemberg (‘available in both German and English45). Other such experiences and other
written material are most likely also available for other countries hit by windstorms such as
e.g. Sweden and Norway.
A European Forest Risk Facility has the potential to support the building of a broad and cross
border knowledgebase which then may find way to national, language. It will allow for
building networks of experts from research, practice, administrations and operations within
forest community as well as with civil protection service. It can organise access to relevant
networks and information sources in order to react timely to given requests (e.g. post storm
management, market related topics, specific actions requested and negotiations).
Another role of a European Forest Risk Facility could be to provide tools and on time
information on what is the European sectors’ potential to react to a given storm event:
where is wood demand, how are the markets and prices in Europe developing, other
potentially affected countries requiring consultation, which countries could be approached
to increase mobilisation of capacities. In order to save time in the crisis response plan
validation, a European Forest Risk Facility could contribute to the set-up of a European
framework for storm crisis response that could be automatically compliant with European
rules and regulations thus reducing validation delays.
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http://www.efi.int/portal/virtual_library/publications/what_science_can_tell_us/3/
http://www.waldwissen.net/waldwirtschaft/schaden/sturm_schnee_eis/fva_sturmhandbuch/index_EN
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