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Summary 

This evaluation responds to concerns that the Forestry Mid Term Review (MTR) didn’t adequately respond to                
points made in some of the 30 submissions. It recognises however that MTR of a Government programme must                  
focus on the delivery of priorities and targets set at the beginning of that programme, and not on radically                   
changing the programme itself. The Forestry MTR focused on addressing shortfalls in targets and adequately               
addressed almost all the questions raised in the consultation.  

There are several areas in which the MTR response could have been improved, particularly to better prepare                 
Ireland for the next forest policy, and for the new CAP Strategic Plan Regulation, which has a focus on                   
enhanced monitoring and reporting against a wide range of Targets and Indicators. Issues to be considered                
include ... 

1. Developing clearer indicators which measure the performance of policies in meeting environmental and             
climate targets. 

2. Reintegrating forestry in the Irish rural develop programme to avoid a ‘silo’ approach to farm-forestry;  
3. Exploring measures to encourage cooperation between landowners and to restore landscape elements            

and wildlife corridors. 
4. Ensuring that agroforestry plantings remain as agricultural land, with BPS eligibility and no replanting              

requirement.  
5. Using recent advances tn satellite imagery to integrate forest maps with the CAP-LPIS system and               

commission a GIS-based “farm-forestry sustainable planning tool”. 
6. Increasing the resolution of the Indicative Forestry Statement system to locate more accurately the areas               

suitable for different species - and to allow regional tree-cover density thresholds. 
7. Committing that areas planted in the Forestry for Fibre will not have a replanting commitment at the end                  

of the rotation. 
8. Planning a farm-woodlot scheme as a larger version (<2ha) of the GLAS agri-environment scheme, and               

with similar ‘low overhead’ rules. 
9. Ensuring that land in the agroforestry scheme is considered as “agricultural land” as long as agricultural                

use continues, and remains eligible for BPS. 
10. Commissioning a review of successful community forestry schemes in Europe ready for relaunch of the               

NeighbourWood scheme in the new CAP. 
11. Reviewing the requirements for a new online forest-road planning tool”. 
12. Clarifying the conditions for future support from the restitution scheme in the event of disease,               

windthrow, fire, and deer-grazing. 
13. Considering simplification of the initial survey requirements for the Native Woodland Scheme. 
14. Conducting a progressive region-by-region survey (jointly with producer groups) of all forest owners to              

identify the constraints of forest management and opportunities for improvement. 
15. Launching an Innovative Forest Technology call for a “farm-forest-planning tool” using LPIS data             

made available as “linked open data” under the terms of the INSPIRE directive;  
16. Clarifying that “outdoor seed orchards”, under EU rules should be classed as permanent crops on               

agricultural land and are therefore eligible for BPS payments.  
17. Reviewing the management plan and certification process, with different requirements at different size             

thresholds, and for group certification;  
18. Prioritising the role of Trees outside Forests (including hedges), and woodlots for GHG emissions              

reduction -  ToF areas may already cover as much as 6.4% of Ireland;  
19. Encouraging the planting of small but widespread “diverse conifer blocks” with grants and premiums              

similar to broadleaves, and clarifying the list of eligible species, backed by new research - including on                 
conifer/broadleaf nurse mixtures.  
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1. Introduction 

Concerns were expressed to Luke Ming Flanagan MEP that the Mid Term Review (MTR) of the Irish Forestry 
Programme 2014-2020 (Forest Service 2018) may not have accounted for points made in submissions (DAFM 
2017b), and that the changes proposed for the Programme may have been insufficient to guarantee the 
continuing engagement of Irish farmers in the expansion of forestry. The following Terms of Reference (ToR) 
for an evaluation of the MTR were therefore discussed and agreed in July 2018. 

1. To evaluate whether the “Call for Submissions” to the MTR Review of March 2017 (Forest Service 
2017b) reflected the evaluation criteria listed in the Forestry Programme 2014-2020 (Forest Service 
2015a). 

2. To assess the evaluation criteria used in the MTR against criteria in the European Union Guidelines on 
State Aid for Agriculture and Forestry in Rural areas 2014 to 2020, particularly the common assessment 
principles (European Commission 2014). 

3. To compare the measures described in the Forest Policy against those stipulated in the EU Rural 
Development Regulation (1305/2013) and its associated Regulation on Financing, Managing and 
(Regulation 1307/2013). 

4. To examine the summary made in the MTR of the submissions made to the review, and consider 
whether any key points were missed. 

5. To summarise the actions recommended in the MTR, and consider whether new or modified policies 
could be considered in the CAP 2021 - 2027. 

6. To compare the measures in the Irish Forestry Programme with those implemented in the Rural 
Development Plans of similar countries (e.g. Northern Ireland, Scotland, Wales), and to highlight any 
approaches which could be considered by the Irish Forest Service. (Part II Report). 

Comments submitted by the Woodland League highlighted a quote from the Recess Committee report  written 1

in 1896 which called for the establishment of a National Forestry Plan, in tandem with a National Agriculture 
Policy.  Thus ed to the establishment of the Department of Agriculture and Technical Instruction (DATI) for 
Ireland in 1899, the forerunner of DAFM. 

There is no reason why the country should not again largely recover its forest area. Of the existing area of so-called                     
“waste land”, at least 3 million acres are calculated by competent authorities to be capable of growing one kind or                    2

another of timber; and with this extension of forests would come the very great and valuable variety of industries in                    
connection with the working of wood. To sum up the chief advantages of re-afforestation. A shelter belt along the west                    
coast would protect lands from the violence of Atlantic storms, which carry with them far inland many ingredients                  
injurious to agricultural produce. The planting of mountains would tend to equalize rainfall and temperature, and                
prevent upland soils being washed away by torrents, and rivers being silted up and lowlands flooded. Forests help the                   
preservation of birds, which prey on insects hurtful to crops. When planted on the banks of rivers they encourage the                    
increase of fish by reason of their shade, the steady supply of water they promote, and the insects and animalculae they                     
bring which trout and salmon and their fry find their best food. They lead to the propagation of forest game (such as                      
pheasants, cock, deer, hares), and become preserves, the letting of which is to the State an important source of revenue.                    
After a certain period, when the trees have grown, and forests becomes very valuable. There is further the value of the                     
timber itself, and of the bye-products, (bark, charcoal, leaves, grasses, mosses, shrubs, weeds, fallen branches, resin,                
pitch, tar, turpentine), the intermediate agricultural products (flax, corn, potatoes, roots, fruits, truffles), and the series                
of woodworking industries (sawing, pole- making, cart and wheel-making, stave-making, handle-making,           
basket-making, etc). All these have been found to be actual accompaniments of forests in other countries. 

 

Conclusion 1. A mid term review should not radically change a programme. Its aim is to evaluate progress                  
against the targets laid out at the beginning, and to make changes which bring slippages back on target. The                   
Forestry Programme MTR focuses on targets, and does not make the radical realignment looked for by some                 

1 An ad hoc, cross-party group of Irish parliamentarians including Horace Plunkett, the founder of the cooperate movement. 
2 1.214 million hectares.  Forest Statistics - Ireland (DAFM 2017a) estimated that Ireland’s forest cover is now 
731650 ha or 10.5% of total land area.  This is the highest level for over 350 years. Despite this in 2017 it 
missed its planting target of 7,000 ha by over 20%.  
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contributors. There were 30 contributions, and the majority of points made were collated in an appendix and                 
given an adequate response. Nevertheless, the MTR suffered from an inadequate set of indicators in the original                 
programme and could usefully have tabulated the issues which would be more fully considered at the end of the                   
current programme. The call for submissions could have been more systematically organised, without putting              
the environmental issues at the end, almost as an afterthought. Questions on ‘water quality’, ‘biodiversity’ and                
‘climate change’ were lumped together in the same section with ‘value for money’, ‘participation rates’ and                
‘rural communities’. A general criticism is that the questions, and eventual conclusions, were very focused on                
the viewpoint of the Forest Service. Forest policies should be integrated with rural development and solutions                
sought across the land use sector. 

2. MTR - Call for Submissions  March 2017 

This section considers whether the  “Call for Submissions” to the MTR Review of March 2017 (Forest Service 
2017b) reflects the evaluation criteria given in the Forestry Programme 2014-2020 (Forest Service 2015 -TOR 
1)  3

The mid-term review is mentioned only once in the Forestry Programme, on Page 9  

A formal midterm review\evaluation will also take place to examine in a more structured way any potential that 
exists for changing schemes and improving their performance both from a value for money perspective and 
environmentally. This exercise will also look at the species mix being used within the programme and the 
possibilities that might exist for change in this regard. 

The Call for Submissions to the Mid Term Review was published on 8th March 2017, with submissions initially 
requested by the 28th April 2017, then extended to 5th May. The Call provided short summary information on 
the Forestry Programme - Measures (Table 1) and Targets (Table 2).  

Table 1 Overview of Measures in the Irish Forestry Programme 2014 - 2020 

1. Afforestation and Creation of 
Woodland: 

Support for establishment, and 15-year premium payments, for the creation of new 
forests.This measure includes afforestation, agroforestry, forestry for fibre, and 
native woodland establishment (the latter focused on important native woodland 
types and opportunities for habitat linkage, and on environmentally sensitive areas, 
with a view to realising wider ecosystem services such as water protection). 

2. NeighbourWood Scheme: Provides support for the development of attractive 'close to-home' woodland 
amenities for public access, use and enjoyment. This measure is aimed primarily at 
local authorities. 

3. Forest Roads: Support for the construction of forest roads 
4. Reconstitution Scheme: Support for forest holder to restore and retain forests following significant damage 

by natural causes. 
5. Woodland Improvement 
(Thinning and Tending) 

This scheme provides support for forest management operations for broadleaf 
woodlands and actions within existing forests, which effect structural changes aimed 
at protecting and enhancing water quality and other environmental sensitivities 

6. Native Woodland Conservation 
Scheme: 

Supports the protection and enhancement of existing native woodlands and where 
appropriate, the conversion of conifers forest to native woodlands. This measure is 
focused on important native woodland types and opportunities for habitat linkage, 
and on environmentally sensitive areas, with a view to realising wider ecosystem 
services such as water protection.  

7. Knowledge Transfer and 
Innovation:  

Supports the setting up of knowledge transfer groups, continuous professional 
development, and training. 

8. Producer Groups:  Support is provided under this measure to help forest holders to work together to 
create a critical mass for forestry operations and mobilising timber; 

9. Innovative Forest Technology: Support for early adopters of new technology, e.g. variable tyre systems, inventory 
equipment.  

3 See also the document titled “Forests, Products and People: Ireland’s forest policy - a renewed vision and Guidelines for 
Strategic Programming for the period 2014-2020. (Forest Policy Review Group 2013) 
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10. Forest Genetic Reproductive 
Material:  

Annual payment towards the cost of managing and conserving registered seed stands 
and establishing seed orchards 

11. Forest Management Plans Support for forest holders to prepare management plans for their forest holdings. 
 
Targets in the Programme were repeated in the Call for Submissions and Table 2 shows these alongside the 
budgets for 2014 to 2020.  The striking figure is that 76.2% of the total allocation was earmarked for 
“afforestation”, with a further 11.6% on forest roads and special works.  Leaving 12..2% of expenditure for the 
remaining “Needs” identified in the Forestry Programme: 

● Need 1: increase on a permanent basis, Ireland's forest cover to capture carbon, produce wood and 
help mitigation; 

● Need 2: increase and sustain the production of forest-based biomass to meet renewable energy targets; 
● Need 3: support forest holders to actively manage their plantations; 
● Need 4: optimise the environmental and social benefits of new and existing forests. 
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Table 2 - Targets and Budgets for the Irish Forestry Programme 2014-2020 

Measure Units 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 Total 
Total 
M€ 

% € 

1. Afforestation ha 6,000 6,660 7,140 7,205 8,115 8,290 43,410 199.49 76.2% 

... of which afforestation ha 5,440 5,990 6,165 6,215 6,615 6,790 37,215 173.41 66.2% 

... of which native woodland (NWS) ha 450 450 450 450 450 450 2,700 16.50 6.3% 

... of which agro-forestry ha 10 20 25 40 50 50 195 0.97 0.4% 

... of which energy and fibre ha 100 200 500 500 1,000 1,000 3,300 8.61 3.3% 

2. Neighbourwood Scheme ha 5-10 5-10 5-10 5-10 5-10 5-10 30-60 1.05 0.4% 

3. Forest Roads '000m 110 110 110 110 125 125 690 27.60 10.5% 

.. plus special construction works no 100 100 100 100 100 100 600 3.00 1.1% 

4.Reconstitution ha 200 200 200 200 200 200 1,200 4.67 1.8% 

5. Woodland improvement - 
Thinning and tending ha 1,500 1,500 1,500 1,500 1,500 1,500 9,000 6.75 2.6% 

6. Native woodland conservation ha 300 300 300 340 350 360 1,950 7.26 2.8% 

...of which private NWS - high forest ha 80 80 80 90 90 100 520 2.91 1.1% 
.. of which private NWS cons - 

emergent ha 50 50 50 70 70 70 360 1.68 0.6% 

.... of which Public NWS cons ha 170 170 170 180 190 190 1,070 2.68 1.0% 

7. Information actions         8.70 3.3% 

8. Producer groups         0.30 0.1% 
9. Investment in Forestry 
Technology no 30 30 30 30 30 30 180 0.90 0.3% 

10. Forest Genetic Reproductive 
Material (ha) ha 350 350 350 350 350 350 2,100 0.42 0.2% 

11. Forest management plans no 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 6,000 1.80 0.7% 

Annual targets for Measure 7 and 8 were not provided with this table in the Forestry Programme 262  
 

The Call for Submissions (Forest Service 2017b) contained versions of Table 2 and Table 3 showing that while 
targets in the first two years of the programme had been met in for afforestation, advisory services and support 
to seed orchards there had been shortfalls exceeding 50% of planned expenditure most other areas (Table 3). In 
12 budget lines expenditure was less than 10% of that anticipated. Most of these underspends were noted in the 
review and comments were requested on how they could be redressed.  
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Table 3 -  Irish Forestry Policy 2014-20.  Targets versus outturn at end of 2016 

Need 
Measur

e 
Schemes Unit 

Targets for 
2015 & 2016 

Outturn 
2015-2016 

% 

Increase the level of forest 
cover to support increased 
wood production and the 

provision of environmental 
services 

1 

Afforestation ha 12,660 12,793 101% 

Native woodland established - average 
size 

ha 7.2 6.4 89% 

Native woodland established ha 900 293 33% 

Agroforestry planting ha 30 0.6 2% 

4 Reconstitution planting ha 400 113 28% 

Increase supply of forestry 
biomass to bridge expect 

supply gap by 2020 

1 Forestry for Fibre - planting ha 300 0 0% 

3 
Forest Road building km 220 127 58% 

Special construction works no 200 2 1% 

Support private forest 
holders in actively managing 

their forestry 

7 

Knowledge & Information Transfer 
(KTGs) 

no. of particip. 200 24 12% 

no. of groups 5 2 40% 

Continuous Professional Development established Yes No 0% 

Targeted Training no. of courses 10 2 20% 

Advisory services 

visits 300 973 324% 

phone consult. 1,750 7,293 417% 

field days 10 50 500% 

8 Setting up of Producer Groups no. of groups 5 0 0% 

9 Innovative Forest Technology no. of projects 90 0 0% 

11 Forest management plans no. of plans 1,000 491 49% 

Enhance the environmental 
and social benefits of new 

and existing forests 

1 Afforestation % broadleaf 30% 19% 63% 

2 Neighbourwood scheme no. of projects 30 2 7% 

5 

WIS (Thinning and Tending of 
Broadleaves) 

ha thinned 3,000 1,421 47% 

Environmental Enhancement of 
forests 

ha enhanced 400 0 0% 

6 

Native Woodland Conservation 
(public) 

ha 160 0 0% 

Native Emergent Woodland 
Conservation 

ha 100 0 0% 

Native Woodland Conservation 
(public) 

ha 340 0 0% 

10 

Forest reproductive material (Seed 
Stands) 

ha 75 0 0% 

Forest reproductive material (Seed 
Orchards 

No. Supported 2 2 100% 

 

A comparison of expenditure against planned budgets (Table 4) confirms the very large underspend in most 
budget categories. 
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Table 4 - Comparison of budgets and outturns for 2015 and 2016 (Forest Service 2017a) 

 

While a number of targets in the Forest Programme 2014-2020 are repeated in the Call for Submissions, it is 
difficult to find a clear list of Indicators in the original Programme document.  Ten result indicators, related to 
the four  “Needs” were identified together with 14 “Output Indicators”  (Table 5) 
 
Table 5. Indicators of Success In the Forest Programme 2014-2020 Document (Forest Service 2015)  

Result Indicators 
1. Increase in Ireland's forest resource 
2a Increase in the amount of energy available 
from forestry 
2b Increase in the accessible woodland (ha) for 
biomass as a result of the Roads Scheme 
3a Increase in timber production from private 
sector thinnings 
3b Increase in timber production from private 
sector clearfell 
4a Increase in self sufficiency in seed 
production 
4b Increase in the area covered by locally 
based seed stands and production areas 
4c Increased use of improved Sitka spruce 
4d Increase in the number of new facilities 
created to encourage greater public use of 
forests 
4e Increase in the number and size of new and 
existing public amenity forests 

Output indicators  
1. Number of planting applications funded under the 

afforestation scheme 
2. Number of planting applications funded under the 

Native Woodland Establishment scheme 
3. Number of planting applications funded under the 

agroforestry schemes 
4. Number of applications funded under the forestry for 

fibre scheme 
5. Average size of plantation against previous average 
6. Achievement of 30% broadleaf planting target 
7. Number of applications funded 
8. Number of hectares of forest damaged by disease 
9. Number of hectares of damaged forests restored 

including those affected by Chalara 
10. Number of trained harvesting and forwarding 

operatives 
11. Number of forest owners trained in management. 
12. Number of individual participants in producer groups 
13. Number of seed stands and seed orchards supported 
14. Production areas supported. 
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Current values for many of these Indicators were not mentioned in the “Call for Submissions”,  nor are they 
consistently mentioned in the annual reports of the Forest Service (Forest Service 2017a)  There is therefore a 
need for a more systematic and comprehensive approach to reporting on indicators and targets. 

Conclusion 2  -  “Result Indicators”, “Output Indicators” and “Targets” were not presented clearly in the Forest 
Programme,, and reporting on these Indicators was incomplete in the MTR Call for Submissions.  Annual 
Reporting and the end of Programme Evaluation should report clearly on the all three categories of Indicator. 

  

3. MTR - Comparison with  EU Common Evaluation Principles.  

TOR 2 - A comparison will be made with the  indicators used in technical evaluations of EU Rural Development 
programmes (European Commission 2015b). 

There are four types of indicator used to evaluate Rural Development Measures:  output indicators , result 4

indicators , impact indicators  and context indicators.  Had the Irish Forestry Programme remained part of the 5 6

CAP an independent evaluation would have been organised, using these indicators and the “guidelines” 
“common evaluation questions for rural development programmes” (European Commission 2015a).  There are 
two types of question asked in evaluations “Common Evaluation Questions (CEQs)” which area asked by all 
Managing Authorities across Europe, and Specific Evaluation Questions (SEQs), which are asked only in 
specific programmes.  However the CEQs relevant to the 9 Focus Areas relevant to the Irish Forestry 
Programme would have added little to the analysis in the MTR.  Typical questions relate to the total planned 
expenditure in each Focus Area or the number of beneficiary affected, or the areas under management contracts. 
These indicators relate to the delivery of CAP policies (including forest policies) but not the effectiveness of the 
policies in meeting their stated aims.  How to measure the results of a policy is a challenge for CAP managing 
agencies throughout Europe, and is being considered in many European working groups (Hart K 2018; Matin et 
al. 2016; Lindner et al. 2010; Untenecker et al. 2017; Paracchini et al. 2015; Jones et al. 2012; Failing & 
Gregory 2003; Rietveld et al. 2001; European Commission 2006) .  The Forest Service and COFORD should 
held develop these methodologies for forestry, agroforestry, bioenergy and climate measures.  

Conclusion 3. Current monitoring and evaluation of agricultural and forestry policies in Ireland, and in the EU,                 
focus on the expenditures, beneficiary numbers or land-areas affected. But the true success of a policy is its                  
impact and not its financial delivery. The key question is whether a policy’s aims and objectives have been                  
achieved. The Forest Service (despite having taking forestry out of the CAP), COFORD and Teagasc should                
actively participate in EU discussions on performance indicators for rural policies, and should help develop               
practical targets and indicators of environmental, economic, and climate factors. These targets and indicators              
can be included in the Irish CAP Strategic Plan for 2021-27 and reported against annually. 

4. MTR - EU  State Aid to Forestry Rules 

This is TOR 3.  The Irish forestry Programme was designed to confirm with: 

● the European Union Guidelines on State aid for agriculture and forestry and in rural areas 2014 to 2020 
(European Commission 2014); and  

● the European Agricultural Fund for Rural Development (EAFRD), as described in Regulations 
1305/2013 and 1306/2013 of the European Parliament and of the Council.  

4 https://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/sites/agriculture/files/cap-indicators/output/ 
working-document-rd-monitoring-implementation-report-tables_en.pdf 
5 https://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/sites/agriculture/files/cap-indicators/result/rd-target-indicators_en.pdf 
6 https://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/sites/agriculture/files/cap-indicators/impact/impact-indicators-fiches.pdf 
https://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/cap-indicators/context_en 
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4.1  EU Guidelines for state aid in the agricultural and forestry sectors and in rural 

areas 2014-2020 

Chapter 2 of the EU State Aid Guidelines (2014) deals with forestry, and clarifies the assistance which Member 
States (MS) may give to forestry, where this is co-financed by the EAFRD scheme (aka. Rural Development 
Programmes) or granted as a ‘pure State aid’, as it is in the case of Ireland.  Ireland is said to have have opted to 
exclude forestry from its Rural Development Programme  to overcome a constraint that plantation establishment 7

subsidies could only be paid for 80% of eligible costs , and to extend eligibility for all these payments to 8

organisations which do not qualify as “active farmers”. It is unclear whether this constraint really existed.  Of 
the 118 rural development plans for 2014-2020 only, only Ireland, Finland (Mainland and Aland), Germany 
(Bayern, Niedersachsen/ Bremen, Rheinland- Pfalz), Luxemburg and Netherland did not programme any 
expenditure in EU-RDR Measure 8 (Investment in forest area development and improvement of the viability of 
forests) or EU-RDR Measure 15 (Forest- environmental and climate services and forest conservation). 

The Irish Forestry Programme gained permission from the European Commission in 2015. The following 
Budget Lines relate to forestry aid which is co-financed by the EAFRD, granted as additional national financing 
to such co-financed measures or granted as a pure State aid (as is the case in (Ireland, Finland, Netherlands, 
Luxemburg, Malta) .  The EU budget lines which are used in the Irish Forestry Programme are shown in bold 
(followed by the equivalent Irish “Measure”).  Thus a total of 21 forestry budget lines are available for state aid 
to the forestry sector - of which Ireland used 10.  

1. 2.1.1 Aid for afforestation and creation of woodland (Measure 1) 
2. 2.1.2 Aid for the establishment of agroforestry systems (Measure 1) 
3. 2.1.3 Aid for the prevention and restoration of damage to forests from forest fire, natural 

disasters, adverse climatic events which can be assimilated to natural disaster, other adverse 
climatic events, plant pests and catastrophic events (Measure 4) 

4. 2.1.4 Aid for investments improving the resilience and environmental value of forest ecosystems. 
(Measures 2, 5, 6) 

5. 2.1.5 Aid for investments in forestry technologies and in processing, in mobilising and in 
marketing of forest products (Measure 9) 

6. 2.2 Aid for disadvantages related to Natura 2000 forest areas (covered in Ireland by GLAS) 
7. 2.3 Aid for forest environment and climate services and forest conservation (Measure 10) 
8. 2.4 Aid for knowledge transfer and information actions in the forestry sector (Measure 7) 
9. 2.5 Aid for advisory services in the forestry sector (Measure 7) 
10. 2.6 Aid for cooperation in the forestry sector 
11. 2.7 Startup aid for producer groups and organisations in the forestry sector (Measure 8) 
12. 2.8 Other aid to the forestry sector with ecological, protective and recreational objectives 
13. 2.8.1 Aid for specific forest actions and interventions with the primary objective to contribute to 

maintaining or to restoring forest ecosystem and biodiversity or the traditional landscape 
14. 2.8.2 Aid for maintaining and improving the soil quality and ensuring a balanced and healthy tree 

growth in the forestry sector 
15. 2.8.3 Restoration and maintenance of natural pathways, landscape elements and features and natural 

habitat for animals in the forestry sector. 
16. 2.8.4 Aid for maintaining roads to prevent forest fires 
17. 2.8.5 Aid to make good the damage in forests caused by animals regulated by law 
18. 2.8.6 Aid for establishing forest management plans (Measure 11) 
19. 2.9 Aid in the forestry sector aligned with agricultural aid measures 
20. 2.9.1 Aid for research and development in the forest sector 

7 Apart from the GLAS scheme - see section xxxxx 

8 This constraint is mentioned in the Irish Forestry Programme document (Forest Service 2015a), however it 
cannot be found in the EU Documentation (European Commission 2014), where para 513, relating to forest 
establishment, states that “aid may be allowed up to 100% of eligible costs”.  The 100% threshold has been 
confirmed in discussion with EU officials. The 80% threshold for establishment costs in EU documentation 
applies only to agroforestry (ibid, para 518).  

9 

https://paperpile.com/c/LtEpdp/vZSB/?noauthor=1
https://paperpile.com/c/LtEpdp/ggH1
https://paperpile.com/c/LtEpdp/vZSB


21. 2.9.2 Aid for forest land consolidation 

There are four unused budget lines which could be considered by the Forest Service in its Forestry Programme 
2021-201:  

● aid for disadvantages related to Natura 2000 forest areas (which could compensate for the constraints 
and higher costs of forestry in these areas; 

● aid for cooperation in the forestry sector (which could incentivise ‘landscape forestry plans’ made 
collectively by groups of landowners; 

● restoration and maintenance of natural pathways, landscape elements and features and natural habitat for 
animals in the forestry sector (which could also facilitate ‘catchment landscape planning’ focused on 
wildlife corridors; 

● aid for research and development in the forest sector (which could encourage landowners to take part in 
participative research projects - allowing flexibility in the grant rules in return for monitoring) 

It is therefore possible to summarise the €257 million budget of the Irish Forestry Programme 2014-2020 in 
three ways: a) against the 4 exclusively Irish “needs” identified at the programme planning stage, b) against 
several of the 18 Focus Areas identified in the Rural Development Regulation (1306/2013), and c), against the 
specific EU budget lines for state aid to forestry and the 11 Measures identified in the Programme (Table 6). 

Part II of this report provides details of the Forestry Measures which were implemented in Rural Development 
programmes of almost all EU Member States, with particular emphasis on Northern Ireland, Scotland and Wales 
- countries with have forest species and landscape similar to Ireland. 

Conclusion 4.1. Options exist in the EU guidelines for State aid to the forestry sector to support a) schemes                   
specific to Forestry Natura 2000 areas, b) cooperative schemes between landowners, c) restoration of landscape               
elements and wildlife corridors; d) participative research and development. These opportunities should be             
explored in the Forestry Programme 2021-2027. 

4.2 European Agricultural Fund for Rural Development (EAFRD), as described in Regulations 
1305/2013 and 1306/2013 of the European Parliament and of the Council 

EAFRD is the so called Pillar II of the CAP,  and forestry accounts for around 4% of the total expenditure.  It is 
part of the Rural Development Programmes of all EU countries with exception of Ireland, Finland, Netherlands, 
Malta and Luxembourg which fund their their forestry programmes from their national resources - but following 
the rules in the EU Regulations mentioned above.   Since afforestation or Measure 8.1 in the Rural 9

Development Regulation is most relevant to this document the text of an informal, and supposedly confidential, 
“Measure Fiche” is included as Annex III.  

  

9 The Forest Service provided this response to a question from Patrick Ming Flanagan (July 2018) … The Department of 
Agriculture Food and the Marine decided to fund forestry under state aid rules as opposed to rural development, as it was 
felt that an already ambitious Rural Development Programme would not have sufficient financial capacity for another 
large scheme such as forestry (€262m proposed over the period 2015-2020). With forestry included in the RDP it was felt 
that the other schemes would lack sufficient funds.”  
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Table 6 Summary table giving mappings between the four Irish forestry “needs” the 18 EU RDP “Focus 
Areas”, State aid budget-lines, and Irish Forestry Measures (Forest Service 2015a). 

Need 
EU RDP 

Focus 
Area 

EU State Aid 
Line 

Indicative 
allocation (€ 

million) 
IE Scheme IE Scheme Target 

IE 
Measu

re 

Increase the 
level of forest 

cover 

4a, 4b, 4c, 
5e, 6a 

2.1.1 
173.00 Afforestation 37215 ha 1 
16.50 NWS (estab) 2700 ha 1 

2.1.2 0.97 Agroforestry 195 ha 1 
2.1.3 4.70 Reconstitution depends on demand 4 

Increase supply 
of forestry 
biomass to 

bridge 
expected 

supply gap by 
2020 

5c 

2.1.1 8.60 Forestry for Fibre 3,300 ha 1 

2.1.6 30.60 Forest Roads 690km, 600 special works 3 

Support private 
forest holders 

in actively 
managing their 

forests 

1a, 1b, 1c 

2.4 0.60 
Knowledge Transfer Groups 

and targeted training 
activities 

500 participants in KTG's 
specific courses funded on 

request from 3rd level bodies 
7 

2.5 
4.20 

Advisory and promotion 
services 

600 individual visits, 3500 
phone consultations, 20 field 

days and other events 
7 

2.7 Establishing Producer Groups maintain existing groups and 
create 13 new groups 8 

2.8.6 1.80 Forest Management Plans 6000 plans over the programme 11 

2.1.5 0.90 Investment in Forest 
Technology 180 projects funded 9 

Enhance the 
environmental 

and social 
benefits of new 

and existing 
forests 

4a, 4b, 4c, 
5e, 6b 

2.1.4 

6.75 
Woodland improvement 

(Thinning and Tending of 
Broadleaves) 

9000 ha thinned and tended 5 

7.30 NWS (Conservation) 1950ha 6 
1.00 Neighbourwood scheme 30-50 projects 2 

2.3 0.42 forest reproductive material 350ha supported 10 

TOTAL  257.34   
  
The nine EU Focus Areas identified in the Irish Forestry Programme (Table 6) are: 

● 1A Fostering innovation, cooperation and the development of the knowledge base in rural areas;  
● 1B Strengthening the links between agriculture, food production and forestry and research and 

innovation 
● 1C Fostering lifelong learning and vocational training in the agricultural and forestry sectors 
● 4A Restoring, preserving and enhancing biodiversity 
● 4B Improving water management; 
● 4C Preventing soil erosion and improving soil management. 
● 5C Facilitating the supply and use of renewable sources of energy; 
● 5E Fostering carbon conservation and sequestration in agriculture and forestry 
● 6A Facilitating diversification, creation and development of small enterprises, as well as job creation; 

Conclusion 4.2 The forestry programmes of all EU Member States except Ireland, Finland and Netherlands are                
funded through the Rural Development Regulation of the CAP Ireland should re-integrate its Forestry              
Programme in its Rural Development Programme. This will facilitate an assessment Ireland’s contribution to              
the EU Forestry Strategy, and make it simpler to identify the most effective forest policies across a range of                   
countries. It will also serve to increase the synergy in Ireland between forestry and agricultural policies,                
particularly in regard to agroforestry and farm-forestry. 
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5. MTR - submissions and responses (TOR 4 & 6). 

Submissions to the Mid Term Review are recorded from 30 organisations or individuals 

● AIFC - Midterm Review 2017 (pdf 543Kb)  
● AIFC MTR - Forest Road scheme Proposal 

amended (pdf 855Kb)  
● AIFC Position Paper Acid sensitive Areas May 

2016 (pdf 212Kb)  
● An Taisce Submission Mid Term Review - 

Forestry programme for 2014 (pdf 1,841Kb)  
● Birdwatch Ireland submissions on the Midterm 

Review of FP (pdf 699Kb)  
● Cllr Justin Warnock - Submission on Forestry Mid 

Term (pdf 156Kb)  
● Coillte Mid-term review submissions 280417 (pdf 

427Kb)  
● EPA MTR - Attachment 1 EPA SEA Forestry 

Programme Mid Term review (pdf 1,216Kb)  
● EPA Submission Forestry Programme Mid Term 

Review (pdf 251Kb)  
● Fearghal Kealey - Forest and Tree - Submission to 

the MTR (pdf 544Kb)  
● Good Woodland Services - MTR Review 2017 

(pdf 69Kb)  
● Hedge Laying Association of Ireland - Midterm 

Review submission (pdf 100Kb)  
● IFA Submission on Forestry Mid-term Review 

(pdf 140Kb)  
● IFFPA MTR Proposed redesign of afforestation 

grant payments (pdf 272Kb)  

● IFFPA Submission on Mid Term review of 
Forestry Programme (Amended) (pdf 409Kb) 

● IRSG submission Mid term Review of Forestry 
Programme 2014-2020 (pdf 756Kb)  

● ITGA Submission on Forestry Mid Term Review 
- April 2017 (pdf 1,231Kb)  

● Macroom Environmental Group Forestry Review 
2017 (pdf 270Kb)  

● Mr Bernard Carey - Mid Term Review (pdf 
555Kb)  

● Mr Noel Cullen on the Forestry Mid Term Review 
(pdf 4Kb)  

● Mr Richard Romer - Mid Term Review 
Submission (pdf 68Kb)  

● None So Hardy Forestry Ltd (pdf 193Kb)  
● None So Hardy Mid-term review - Seeds 

Orchards (pdf 195Kb)  
● Pro Silva Ireland v2 (pdf 251Kb)  
● Professor Jim McAdam - Mid Term Review (pdf 

172Kb)  
● Teagasc Forestry Programme Mid Term Review 

(pdf 710Kb)  
● The Woodland League submission for the Mid 

term review of Ireland's Forestry Programme 2017 
(pdf 339Kb)  

● Tomas Hanrahan - Forestlink - MTR submission 
(pdf 271Kb)  

● Woodland Managers Ltd - Mid Term review 2017 
(pdf 352Kb)  

● Woodlands of Ireland MTR Submission FINAL 
(May 2017) (pdf 132Kb)  

 

No online form was provided for submissions, but the call for  submissions was structured around the 11 
Measures with a 12 ‘catch all’ section for general comments (Table 7).Specific questions were were asked on 
most of the Measures.  The submission process was open and gave interested parties the opportunity to 
contribute on a wide range of topics.  Sometimes the submissions ignored the question and the Measure by 
Measure structure.  These submissions must have been difficult for the Forest Service to summarize.  
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Table  7 - Specific questions to consultees in the MTR of Irish Forestry Programme 2014-2020. 

Measure 1 
Afforestation 
and woodland 
creation 

A. What changes can be introduced to the afforestation scheme to increase the % level of 
broadleaves being planted and in particular native woodland creation. How can the scheme 
be altered to increase the level of species diversity? How can decision makers who want to 
plant on good land be encouraged to plant broadleaves and not GPC 3?  

B. What measures can be taken to help achieve increasing targets for new planting in the 
remaining years of the programme?  

C. How can the average size of new planting be increase closer to the target level of 7.2 
hectares?  

D. What changes are needed to the Forestry for Fibre GPC? What findings from recent research 
can be applied to this scheme to improve its outcome?  

E. What alternative agroforestry systems other than silvopastoral should be included in the agro 
forestry GPC? 

Measure 2: 
Neighbour 
Woods 

A. How can the NeighbourWoods scheme be improved upon to make it easier for interested 
parties to submit applications?  

B. Can the scheme be improved to increase the level of native woodland afforestation?  
C. How can local communities be mobilised to develop forests in their area? 

Measure 3: 
Forest Roads 

A. What measures can be taken to help improve the amount of forest roads being built?  
B. Are there any changes to the roads scheme that could be introduced that could help make 

better use of existing infrastructure in neighbouring forests?  
C. Are there any modifications required to address any environmental issues associated with 

building forest roads or thinning in general? 

Measure 4 
Reconstitution 

A. No specific questions 

Mesure 5: 
WIS 

A. How can the scheme be improved to help reach the targets set?  
B. Are there further opportunities under this scheme to support those forest owners that wish to 

transition to continuous cover forestry? 

Measure 6: 
Native 
Woodland 
Conservation 

A. What improvements can be made to the scheme to increase participation levels and make a 
greater contribution to the environment?  

B. Are there additional training requirements needed for this scheme?  
C. What changes are required to this scheme in order to further support the Woodlands of 

Ireland document “A Strategy for Native Woodlands in Ireland 2016-2020” 

Measure 7 
Knowledge 
Transfer 

A. What further training requirements need to be addressed under this measure? 
B. How can this measure be used to further enhance the understanding private forest owners 

have in relation to the role their forests have in protecting and enhancing the environment? 
C. What further initiatives could be introduced under this measure to promote the mobilisation 

of timber and biomass? 
D. What support framework would be best suited to encouraging private forest owners to certify 

their forests? 
E. How can the forestry programme support awareness amongst forest owners of information 

that is already available in relation to managing and selling their timber? 

Measure 8: 
Setting up 
new 
producer 
groups 

No specific questions 
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Measure 9: 
Innovative 
forest 
technology 

A. What new technologies could be supported under this scheme particularly in relation to the 
mobilisation of timber and biomass and protection of the environment? 

Measure 10: 
Forest 
Genetic 
Reproductiv
e Material 

A. What changes are needed to this scheme in order to increase participation rates? 
B. What species need to be supported under this scheme? 

Measure 11: 
Forest 
Managemen
t Plans 

A. How can this measure be used to help support private non grant aided forest? How can this 
measure be used to encourage private forest owners develop FMP according to the new 
template.  

12. General 

A. What improvements could be introduced to schemes in order to a) increase value for 
money, b) further enhance the environmental contribution of these schemes including 
climate change mitigation, increased biodiversity, enhancement and protection of water 
quality c) increase participation rates and d) enhance forestry contribution to rural 
communities?  

B. What changes to land use policy should be considered in order to increase participation 
rates? 

C. What possibilities exist for enhancing the species mix being used within the programme 
(afforestation scheme, neighbourwood scheme and Native woodland conservation 
scheme)? 

D. Are there further opportunities for collaboration between forest owners? Connecting forest 
roads, forest certification and producer groups are some examples. 

 

Some of the questions relating to Measure 1 concern the species to be used in afforestation schemes, From 2015 
onwards there are 12 “Grant and Premium Categories”, determined by the land type and species planted:  

● GPC 1 – Unenclosed/Unimproved land: typically comprises of upland sites and marginal soils.  The 
amount of unenclosed land in any application for financial approval is restricted. 

● GPC 2 – Sitka Spruce/Lodgepole Pine: does not comply with scheme requirements in isolation, and can 
only be approved as a component of a larger project comprising of other GPCs. 

● GPC 3 – 10% diverse mix: comprises of a mix of Sitka Spruce/ Lodgepole Pine together with at least 
10% diverse conifer (approved conifer other than SS/LP). Broadleaves adjacent to roads and 
watercourses may also form part of this 10%. 

● GPC 4 – diverse: acceptable conifer species, other than Sitka spruce and Lodgepole Pine. 
● GPC 5 – broadleaf: acceptable broadleaf species other than Oak and Beech. 
● GPC 6 – Oak: pure oak, however nurse species may be planted where additional shelter is required. 
● GPC 7 – Beech: pure beech, however nurse species may be planted where additional shelter is required. 
● GPC 8 – Alder: Pure Alder; up to 10% can be of other species for diversity. 
● GPC 9 and GPC 10 – Native Woodland Establishment: supports the establishment of new native 

woodlands on ‘green field’ sites.  Its focus is on native species, minimal site disturbance and long-term 
‘close to nature’ forest management. It presents opportunities for planting in various environmentally 
sensitive areas, for example, NATURA sites. 

● GPC 11 – Agroforestry: a combination of forestry and pasture. Controlled grazing by sheep and cattle is 
permitted, but trees must be protected. Silage and hay production is also permitted. Trees are planted at 
a reduced stocking rate per hectare. Acceptable species include oak, sycamore and cherry (other species 
considered). 
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● GPC 12 (a & b) – Forestry for Fibre: supports the growing of productive tree species to produce wood 
fibre for energy and other wood products over 10 to 15 years. 

The GPCs planted in the first two years of the afforestation scheme (Table 8) show a large and increasing 
dominance of Grant and Premium Category  3 - i.e. Sitka spruce with 10% diverse conifers and some 
broadleaves adjacent to roads and watercourses.  Over the 3 years,  88.8% of the total area was planted with 
conifers (GPC 2,3,4). 

Table 8. Afforestation in 2014-16 - breakdown of area by Grant and Premium Category (GPC) (Forest 
Service 2017a) 

GPC Description Total ha 2014 2015 2016 Rate/ha Premium 
Duration 

1 - Unenclosed 8 2% 1% 1.70% 185 15 
2 - Sitka spruce/lodgepole pine 6 0% 0% 0.1 440 15 
3 - 10% Diverse conifer mix 5,123 74% 76% 78.80% 510 15 
4 - Diverse conifers 555 10% 10% 8.50% 560 15 
5 - Broadleaf (except oak & beech) 41 1% 1% 0.60% 575 15 
6 - Oak 353 9% 5% 5.40% 615 15 
7 - Beech 30 1% 0% 0.50% 615 15 
8 - Alder 124 3% 4% 1.90% 575 15 
9 - NWS Est (Scenarios 1-3) 112 - 2% 1.70% 635 15 
10 - NWS Est (Scenario 4) 47 - 0% 0.70% 635 15 
11 - Agroforestry 1  0% 0% 260 5 
Total 6,400 100% 100% 100% 180 10 

 

5.1 Afforestation and Creation of Woodland (76.2% of total budget) 

5.1.1 How to increase the species diversity and the proportion of broadleaves? 

What changes can be introduced to the afforestation scheme to increase the % level of broadleaves being 
planted and in particular native woodland creation. How can the scheme be altered to increase the level of 
species diversity? How can decision makers who want to plant on good land be encouraged to plant 
broadleaves and not GPC 3?  

Many suggestions were received to increase the percentage of broadleaves planted 

● The Irish Farmers Association (IFA) note that farmers are increasingly aware that there is no market 
value for broadleaf forests, and that the removal of the ash from the list of approved species has had a 
huge impact on farmer interest in broadleaf planting.  Other species with similar rotational lengths such 
as alder are less attractive and the rotation lengths of oak and beech are unattractive given inadequate 
support.  The forest premium or the term of the premium should be doubled to reflect the agricultural 
income foregone.. 

● The Irish Timber Growers Association (ITGA) also felt that greater incentives for broadleaf planting are 
needed given the longer rotations, lower economic returns and vulnerability to diseases .  These should 10

reflect their higher public benefits . A multipurpose approach to broadleaved forestry should be taken 11

in the mid term review with broadleaved afforestation schemes attracting higher premium payments in 
recognition of the considerable public goods/benefits of such woodlands. (ITGA). 

10  Of the twelve high risk forest pests listed in the UK Plant Health Register (UKPHRR) ten are broadleaved tree pests. 
With climate change this risk is likely to increase. (Boyd et al. 2013)  
11 See article on “Valuing woodland ecosystems and public benefits” in Annex to the ITGA submission.  
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● Richard Romer (forestry consultant) felt that ash had been planted over the past 25 years on unsuitable 
sites.  Given the spread of fungal diseases hitting hitting common alder , Italian alder should be used 12

where appropriate, and flexibility allowed within existing GPCs .  13

● AIHC felt that a longer view was needed for the growing and end use of broadleaves.  Premium length 
needs to be increased to 25 years.  Landowners need to be better informed on the potential returns from 
broadleaves, with investment in processing and use of small diameter timber.  Native woodland 
plantations should be allowed on cutover bogs and fertile peat soils, as there are some prime examples 
of old birch oak woodlands in the midlands. The 10% broadleaf rule should be amended to allow the 
twinning of plantations, rather than forcing broadleaves to be planted in unsuitable areas (because of 
deer, soils or other site conditions).  This could allow a higher percentage of broadleaf planting overall. 

● Bernard Carey (Consultant) felt that the Native Woodland Conservation Scheme guidelines (Forest 
Service 2015c) should be amended to remove the term “vigorous” in  'the site must be capable of 
supporting vigorous growth”' as this can be used by to refuse permission to plant native woodland on 
marginal sites.  Planting of native broadleaves is supported in Norway on very similar sites (Halley 
2014).  The upper limit of the deer fencing allowance should also be raised as it is more likely that 
smaller sites which have large perimeters will be planted with broadleaves, but the current grant rate 
does not allow for such sites. The scheme should allow for additional fencing if deer or hares move into 
an area where they had not previously been present.  The inspection process has become 
over-formalised and bureaucratic - contributing to the reluctance to plant. 

● None-so-Hardy (tree nursery), noted that the decreasing proportion of broadleaves in current planting 
programmes was a direct result of ash being removed from the list of approved species, and asked that 
the same rules covering the proportion of broadleaves and diverse conifers should apply to all 
reforestation sites - both private and public.  

● The Hedge Laying Association of Ireland felt it should be a requirement to plant at least one row of 
(native) broadleaf species adjacent to all native hedgerows that are part of afforestation or reforestation 
sites. This will a) increase the width of the native vegetation corridor, b) reduce shading of hedgerows in 
coniferous plantations, c) increase the % of broadleaves being planted  

● Good Woodland Services felt that to encourage a greater percent of broadleaf planting: a) the premium 
should be extended from 15 years to 25 years (providing planting is on suitable land), b) farmers 
receiving BPS on afforestation schemes should be obliged to use a higher percentage of broadleaves, c) 
reduce the 70% oak obligation under GPC6 to 55% and the 40% oak obligation under GPC 9 to 30%; d) 
make the replanting obligation more flexible; e) give a bonus premium for planted areas over 10ha. 

● Teagsc suggest that the decline in the percentage of broadleaves was unavoidable given the withdrawal 
of ash as an approved species.  The improved supply of broadleaf planting stock (including improved 
sycamore, birch and alder from the Teagasc tree improvement programmes) and the development of 
additional seed stands and orchards will address supply and quality issues. Due to the considerable 
investment of capital, land and time involved in afforestation with broadleaves and diverse conifers, it is 
paramount that the best source of genetic material available is used. The use of broadleaves necessitates 
the planting of better quality land in general, which involves competition with agricultural use.  Planting 
worse land brings problems for successful establishment of many hardwoods and diverse conifers. 
Landowners need to have grants and premiums which reward them for the goods and services of 
broadleaves on better land. Sitka spruce GPC3 assets on 30-35 year rotations have higher economic 
value than broadleaves with rotations in excess of 60 years. There needs to be an emphasis on 
developing the market for quality broadleaf timber for non-structural uses and support for the provision 
of ecosystem services. If production of more diverse conifer species is required then the premium for 
‘diverse’ conifers should be similar to that for hardwoods. These have rotations in excess of 60 years, 
and higher quality timber, which requires considerably more management intervention. A “bonus 
premium” could be paid for all applications that contained a 100% broadleaf mix or 100% diverse 
species, or broadleaf & diverse plots above a certain area threshold e.g. 5 ha 

12 Important projects for the genetic improvement of Irish birch and alder are underway funded by Teagasc, CoFoRD and 
FORGEN. 
13 Hybrid aspen (Tullus et al. 2012), Italian alder (Wickham 2010), Eucalyptus (Coates et al. 2017) and poplar are allowed 
in the “Forestry for Fibre” scheme GPC12, and could perhaps be used outside protected areas, along with other alders like 
red alder (Forest Research 2017) and grey alder. 
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● Teagasc suggest an alternative focus for broadleaf planting with is similar to the GLAS 
agri-environmental measure:  including riparian buffers, field corners, hedgerows, extended shelterbelts 
and on field boundaries. These schemes would bring additional benefits, like enhanced biodiversity, 
improved water quality and connectivity via wildlife corridors.  Such measures could fit within the 
agroforestry measure, if planned with farming practices in mind. This multi-functional scheme would 
help bridge the gap between agriculture and forestry and be similar to the “Planned Recreational 
Forestry” option that was briefly available in the 1990s.  

● Teagasc also suggested a widening of options for broadleaf planting, including planting oak and birch 
“nurse mixtures” for conifers Additionally, mixtures that include more than two species should be 
considered. The design of such mixtures should be robust and should tolerate a degree of delayed 
management at time of thinning.  

● Measures to increase the percentage of broadleaves could include: a) a requirement that a proportion of 
suitable unenclosed land (GPC1) land is planted with native broadleaves eg improved birch and other 
appropriate species, b) limited planting of native broadleaves within the 10m riparian buffer zones and 
treating these trees as plots e.g. with scalloped design; c) scrap mounding for broadleaf planting along 
riparian margins. 

Conclusion 5.1.1 Most broadleaves have long rotations and are slow to bring an economic return to                
farmers. Consultees felt that: a) premiums for the native woodland scheme appeared insufficient; b)              
blanket imposition of a 10% target for broadleaf planting leads to trees being located where they don’t                 
grow successfully; c) more flexibility is needed in the “pairing” of broadleaf quotas between planting               
schemes; d) greater encouragement is possible for planting mixed broadleaf “nurse” species alongside             
conifers; e) portions of “setback areas” could be planted with smaller native tree species. f) a finer-scale                 
approach to site selection is needed, which matches the broadleaf species to the micro-site, and focuses                
on better land, with field margins and corners, riparian strips, shelterbelts and flood belts as options.                
This proposal fits will with an expanded agroforestry scheme, where the planted areas would remain as                
agricultural land, with no replanting requirement.  

5.1.2 How to achieve the targets for new planting? 

1b What measures can be taken to help achieve increasing targets for new planting in the remaining years of the 
programme 

This question was the focus of most submissions  

● The Irish Timber Growers Association (ITGA)  suggested an “Environmental Afforestation Scheme” in 
environmentally sensitive areas (including SACs, SPAs), with higher safeguards than normal and a 
greater mix of species and unplanted areas  Registered foresters, in collaboration with the local parks 
and wildlife staff, would propose afforestation schemes tailored to a particular area, which would 
potentially enhance the designated habitat. Such alternative planting plans could focus on broadleaved 
afforestation, and would help meet targets, particularly for native woodland creation. 

● The Association of Irish Forestry Consultations (AIFC) felt that greater use of science and flexibility 
was needed in discussing planting areas with the environmental and archaeological sectors. More 
emphasis is needed on the identification of land suitable for growing trees and increasing the planted 
area.  Grants should increase to reflect the additional administrative and business costs, increased raw 
material and subcontractor costs, site development costs, time to get a project approved and associated 
risks being taken on with four year contracts.  They suggested a 30% increase in afforestation grants and 
a 70% increase to the un-enclosed grant.  Administration burdens associated with folio and tax 
clearance certificates need to be reduced, as should the frequency of remedial works letters. In most 
cases the payment should be made together with a advisory note to the owner listing the remedial works 
needed.  

● AIFC also felt that the rule limiting afforestation to sites requiring only a single application of fertiliser 
should be reviewed - since there is no such rule for other land uses, or in other countries.  The rule 
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blocking afforestation on “acid sensitive areas” was criticised, and was not applied in other EU member 
states.   14

● Richard Romer (a forest consultant) noted that thes acid sensitive sites could be afforested under the 
Native Woodland Scheme, but suggested that non native alders like Italian alders should be allowed, 
since they are normally well adapted to such sites (this would be a new GPC for mixed birch and other 
native broadleaves). 

● ProSilva Ireland suggested that current Forest Service policy does not provide grant aid for afforestation 
projects that have a potential of Yield Class 14 or lower for conifer woodlands - they believe there is an 
opportunity to extend the land base for afforestation if land with a YC down to 6 were eligible, 
providing that it has a good stability rating (ie. not peat soils).  These forests should be managed under 
Continuous Cover Forest (CCF) management systems (Vitkova et al. 2014; Teagasc 2016).  

● Coillte noted that they could have made a major contribution to meeting these planting targets had they 
not “currently been excluded on economic grounds, particularly if grants and funding mechanisms were 
revised to provide greater parity between the public and private sectors”  

● The Irish Farmers Association (IFA) noted that the replanting obligation continues to be detrimental to 
the growth of the sector and the greatest barrier to the adoption of forestry as a land use option by many 
farmers. If planting targets are to be achieved there must be a relaxation based on clear guidelines and 
criteria on the replanting obligation.  They also asked that the differential between farmer and 
non-farmers should be re-introduced, and that its removal had reignited a lot of negative attitudes and 
opposition to forestry in rural Ireland.  Any grant income for farmers will support sustainable rural 
communities in a way that grants to external investors doesn't.  IFA requested an increase in the grant 
rate to €3,150 to reflect increased establishment costs, and that the premium should increase to 
€400/ha/yr to reflect the agricultural income foregone.  

● IFA also stress that the Forest Service must honour their agreement to remove the 20% restriction on 
planting GPC 1 (i.e. unenclosed) land now that the Land Types for Afforestation (DAFM 2016b) and 
the Environmental Requirements for Afforestation (DAFM 2016a) have been published. Unenclosed 
land that is suitable for forestry must be eligible from grant aid. 

● County Leitrim Branch of the IFA were very concerned with the proliferation of afforestation in this 
County, and the enhanced premium given to non-farmer entities.  They felt a) if forestry is not locally 
owned it's no benefit to the local community, b) the land type in Co Leitrim in its natural state is an 
effective carbon store due to its high peat content - and the  disturbance due to afforestation will release 
much of this carbon, c) water quality in rivers and lakes is declining due to deforestation, d) a 
demographic decline in population is apparent some areas due to the dilution of habitable farm 
holdings,e)  county by county basis in order to maintain the diverse landscape characteristics of the 
Country. 

● The Woodland League noted that afforestation figures were too low and that the previous target of 17% 
forest cover by 2030 had been replaced with 18% cover by 2045.  They noted the damage from diseases 
and storms like Darwin in 2014.  They highlighted that the most recent National Forestry Inventory 15

report showed only  a 0.5% increase in forest cover between 2006 and 2013, at that rate it will take 52 
years to reach 18% treecover.  This target is still only half the EU average treecover of 44%.  Low 
afforestation figures of 6000 ha per annum have become the norm, and the WL doubt whether the plan 
will ever achieve its targets. 

● The WL also ask for a Cost-Benefit analysis to be carried out  which accounts for the “real costs of 
afforestation on the soil, water, local communities and biodiversity of the current ´industrial tree 
farming model´ “ This should be undertaken now “before embarking on another 20 years of 
“coniferisation” of our precious and vulnerable environment”.  They suggest that the task force 
conducting the cost-benefit analysis should be  independent of the Forest Service and DAFM, and could 
also co-ordinate long term community forestry projects nationwide, while leaving the Forest Service 
and Coford to oversee commercial forestry agenda. They suggest a new National Forest, similar to that 

14 
www.agriculture.gov.ie/media/migration/forestry/publicconsultation/midtermreview2014-2020/submissionsrece
ived2017/AIFCPositionPaperAcidSensitiveAreasMay2016240517.pdf 
15 Rapid Eye Satellite imagery used by the National Windblow Task Force following damage in February 2014, concluding 
that over 8,000ha had been damaged by the storm (McInerney et al. 2016) 
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in the UK , called “Coill Nua” which would be made up of community native woodlands, riparian 16

linear woodlands and liner strips along roads and railways to link “remnant shreds of ancient woodlands 
which currently comprise a meagre .002% of our landscape”. This should be linked with incentives to 
farmers and other landowners to integrate agriculture and forestry using Sustainable Forest Management 
criteria.  

● Finally the WL emphasise the need, on poor land, to manage natural regeneration as a process of plant 
succession, which starts with native shrub species.  This should be recognised as an agroforestry option, 
or as part of the native woodland conservation scheme. A serious problem in the west of ireland is soil 
compaction and the proliferation of rushes.  Conventional methods using chemicals and mechanical 
means for dealing with this problem are failing, but native tree copses/groves/agroforestry etc could 
provide an effective remedy.   The destruction of valuable scrub habitat is an absolute disaster for our 17

Environment. There needs to be joined up thinking between the department of agriculture who are 
forcing the removal via the single farm payment criteria and the Forest Service whose remit is to 
increase and regulate/protect our extremely low forest cover.  

● The Hedge Laying Association of Ireland (HLAI) suggested that the end-purpose of afforestation should 
be sustainable land use, and the MTR should review this whether the Forestry Programme is achieving 
this.  They suggested that both the planting targets and the model by which they are being implemented 
are failing both socially and environmentally: socially the targets were too ambitious for the timeframe 
and involve a rate of change that rural communities find unsettling, environmentally the large scale 
change of land cover in a relatively short period of time, have replaced natural and semi-natural habitats 
with plantations comprised of predominantly exotic conifer species.  They noted the many conflicting 
aspects of forestry policy viz a viz agriculture (land prices, isolation of individuals) and the environment 
(replacement of natural and semi-natural habitats with exotic species, potential impacts on biodiversity 
and water quality) and landscape degradation (replacement of high landscape value field and hedgerow 
networks with low landscape value coniferous plantations). Developing a forest culture will take 
generations – “trying to rush in a forestry policy and planting targets has been counterproductive” 

 
Conclusion 5.1.2 Consultees suggested that more land could be made available for afforestation by: a)               
considering an ‘environmental afforestation scheme’ in protected areas, with higher broadleaf proportions and             
environmental safeguards; b) increasing grants and premiums, c) reconsidering the science behind the bans on               
acid sensitive areas; d) afforesting lower yield-class land but moving toward continuous cover forestry on these                
areas; e) restoring the differential in grants for farmers, f) spreading incentives away from areas like Leitrim, g)                  
changing the model to from industrial afforestation to one with smaller blocks of trees integrated with farming,                 
h) increasing the emphasis on unenclosed land and using scrub cover as an initial stage in natural regeneration.                  
There was little consensus. Surprisingly, there was also little discussion of using science to classify land                
according to its constraints and potentials, and modifying grant levels accordingly. The existing Irish “Indicative               
Forest Statement” database could be complemented by better soil, slope, aspect, and hydrology information, and               
(where possible) integrated with the CAP Land Parcel Identification System, at 0.5m pixel resolution.              
Accessibility to free satellite imagery, has increased hugely in recent years, and Sentinel-2, for example now                
provides data at 10m pixel resolution in two wavebands with a revisits every 5 days! Using such data, a more                    
scientific approach is possible to the strategic planning of areas suitable for different types of forestry, and the                  
data can also be evaluated in catchment overlay tools - e.g. Polyscape (Jackson et al. 2013). The next CAP is                    
calling on Member States to provide all farmers in the EU with a GIS-based “sustainable nutrient modelling                 
tool” (i.e. GAEC5 in the enhanced “cross-compliance” rules). This type of “sustainable forestry modelling tool”               
could be made available to landowners, foresters and local stakeholders when planning future             
afforestation schemes in sensitive catchments.  
 

16 http://www.nationalforest.org/forest/whatis/where.php, http://www.newforestnpa.gov.uk/ 
17  The Woodland League have a demonstration plot showing how scrub can be used for broadleaf regenetation on a 1.5 
acres of a small farm in East Clare uplands. Soil samples from the rushy parts of the farmland and from the native 
woodland mosaic part are being tested and regeneration monitored (ref). 
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5.1.3 How to increase the average size of new planting blocks? 

1c How can the average size of new planting be increase closer to the target level of 7.2 hectares?  

Comparatively few respondents considered this question directly 

● The AIHC felt that landowners will have to be further incentivised, to commit larger blocks of land  to 
permanent land use change, and noted that, under previous schemes,  landowners would get higher 
premiums for planting larger blocks. 

● Teagasc also recommended higher payments for langer blocks .  
● The IFA noted that lifting  the 20% restriction on planting GPC1 land would increase the amount  of 

unenclosed land planted and therefore the average size of planting units. 
● Richard Romer noted that the the average size of planting units is often reduced by applying a setback 

distance from boundaries of 10m .  He felt that this strip is ultimately gets covered in briar and scrub, 18

and the afforestation scheme should give an option to plant hazel, rowan, birch, guelder rose, crabapple, 
crataegus, etc with intermittent oak, cherry or other suitable broadleaves be permitted, in a belt of 15m 
from hedgerow.   He frequently finds small plots of ground which a client (usually farmer) wants to 
plant, but sites under 2ha rarely leave room for profit for the forester undertaking the scheme. He 
suggested an increase in the grant aid for these sites, to facilitate their attractiveness to the forester 
undertaking the job. Such small sites could facilitate the production of high quality timber due ease of 
management, and are attractive to landowners as a potential future fuel source for the home. 

● Teagasc advisers currently highlight the financial benefits accruing from economies of scale, which 
could be further highlighted by case studies.  Care would be needed since this could discourage 
landowners interested in smaller forests. 

● HLAI didn't understand the  rationale for this target figure, and suggested it be reduced 

Conclusion 5.1.3 To help achieve the target of 7.3ha average block size most respondents recommended higher                
payments for larger plots. Some however recommended higher payments for small plots to compensate for               
economies of scale! One respondent asked why this was a target in the first place! Greater integration of                  
forestry and agroforestry on farms would encourage smaller planting blocks and lead to integrated wildlife               
habitats and less perceived “damage” from forestry. Collaborative proposals submitted by neighbouring            
landowners could increase the scale of the afforestation while reducing its impact on the farmed landscape.  

5.1.4 How to make the Forestry for Fibre scheme more attractive? 

1d What changes are needed to the Forestry for Fibre GPC? What findings from recent research can be applied 
to this scheme to improve its outcome?  

Very few submissions mentioned this scheme. 

● The IFA stated bluntly that the scheme will never achieve targets as long as any land planted becomes 
forest land with the accompanying replanting obligation.  They proposed that Forestry for Fibre scheme 
is withdrawn from the Forestry Programme 2014 – 2020 and funded by the Department of Agriculture, 
Food and the Marine under the (agricultural) Bioenergy Scheme. 

● Ireland’s Forestry and Forest Products Association (IFFPA) felt that both the Food for Fibre and 
Agroforestry schemes could be withdrawn and resources targeted on “productive elements” of the 
programme 

● Teagasc welcomed the introduction of the Forestry for Fibre GPC as a very positive step to address the 
projected shortfall in supply of fibre and timber.  However they noted the higher than usual risks 
associated with converting better quality land to this type of plantation and doubted whether the 
incentives were sufficient. They reported experience with other fibre schemes (e.g. Willow and 
Miscanthus), where landowners are now extremely cautious. Some farmers with Miscanthus crops have 
been vocal in airing their disappointment with yields and markets, and have publicised the significant 
costs they incurred in reverting to conventional agriculture.  Removing the permanence associated with 

18 Whereas the setback from a hedge in the GLAS scheme is only 5m. 
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the current GPC may result in enhanced uptake by a cohort of innovative farmers and landowners. 
Research is ongoing on other suitable species eg Pauwlownia, spacings and management practices for 
Irish conditions and science-based outputs from this should in time inform the scheme.  Consideration 19

should also be given to having demonstration plots established in target areas.  

Agricultural land entering into the Forestry for Fibre scheme could be seen as an agricultural “permanent crop” 
like orchards throughout Europe or olives or cork-oak in Mediterranean areas. However all these systems have a 
main “crop” which is not wood.  It is hard to see how short rotation forestry can be seen in land use terms as 
anything other than forestry (Dallemand et al. 2007).  This is different to agroforestry plantations on agricultural 
land which normally continue to be classed as agriculture, if animal grazing or cropping can be proven under the 
trees. It is also different to Short Rotation Coppice, or permanent energy crops like Miscanthus.  The UNFCCC 
definition of “forest” is: 

... a minimum area of land of 0.05-1.0 hectares with tree crown-cover (or equivalent stocking level)                
of more than 10-30 per cent with trees with the potential to reach a minimum height of 2-5 metres at                    
maturity in situ. A forest may consist either of closed forest formations where trees of various storeys                 
and undergrowth cover a high proportion of the ground or open forest. Young natural stands and all                 
plantations which have yet to reach a crown-cover of 10-30 per cent or tree height of 2-5 meters are                   
included under forest, as are areas normally forming part of the forest area which are temporarily                
unstocked as a result of human intervention such as harvesting or natural causes but which are                
expected to revert to forest. 

This definition will become much more important after 2020 when all UNFCCC signatories make mandatory 
reports on GHG emissions.  At present the Irish “thresholds” for the ranges in forest definition above are 
%crown cover = 20%, minimum area = 0.1 ha, and minimum height of tree species at maturity = 5m. 
Additionally Ireland has a minimum width stipulation of 20 meters.   Thus “Forestry for Fibre” areas are clearly 
forest.  The question is whether than can be given exemption from the replanting requirement at the end of a 
rotation?.  Such areas would not be SFM certifiable using the FSC, PEFC or the Forest Service “Code of Fest 
Forest Practice”, but the current DAFM Felling and Reforestation Policy (Forest Service 2017d), on Table 5 
page 30 does allow for permanent conversion of forest to agricultural and other land uses,  on a case by case 
basis.  Given the small scale of this scheme, and its failure to attract interested farmers, it seems sensible for the 
Forest Service to announce this this exemption to the normal reestablishment requirement. 

Conclusion 5.1.4 Given the importance of the Forestry for Fibre scheme to the future bioeconomy, its                 
experimental nature, and the complete lack of uptake so far, the Forest Service is advised to announce that it will                    
use its existing powers to exempt participants in the scheme from a requirement to reforest the land after felling.                   
Grants and premiums will also need to be increased. 

 

5.1.5 How to make the agroforestry scheme more attractive? 

What alternative agroforestry systems other than silvopastoral should be included in the agro forestry GPC? 

Seven submissions directly addressed agroforestry.  

● An Taisce asked for agroforestry to be given greater attention going forwards.  
● The Hedge Laying Association recommended an innovative approach allowing a variety of innovative 

agroforestry projects to be funded and monitored .  
● The Timber Growers Association felt that the agroforestry scheme was timely but that it should not be 

classified as forest land, with a replanting obligation.  
● Professor Jim McAdam (2017) from Queen's University, Belfast echoed this and pointed to the 

successful agroforestry scheme in Northern Ireland, where agroforestry land remains ‘agricultural’ and 
continues to be eligible for BPS, as long as agriculture continues to be carried out. Both Agroforestry 
and Forestry schemes in Northern Ireland are part of the NI Rural Development Programme (ref).  

● AIFC suggested that the agroforestry grants needed to be increased by at least 50%. 

19 www.agriculture.gov.ie/media/migration/forestry/grantandpremiumschemes/2016/ForestryFibreWEB220816.pdf 
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● Teagasc  made a detailed submission on agroforestry and recommended that the Forest Service should 
“consider alternative approaches to broadleaf planting more akin to some of the agri-environmental 
measures including riparian buffers, field corners, hedgerows, extended shelterbelts and on field 
boundaries. These may provide additional benefits, including enhanced biodiversity, water quality and 
provide connectivity via wildlife corridors, while contributing to broadleaf planting targets. Such 
measures could fit comfortably into agroforestry measures, if planned with farming practices in mind. 
This could also help bridge the gap between agriculture and forestry and take the form of 
multifunctional forestry similar to the Planned Recreational Forestry option that was briefly available in 
the 1990s” . 

● Teagasc also  indicated that the forestry advisers have had enquiries regarding the Agroforestry GPC, 
but that the “vast majority of landowners decided not to progress their applications… on the basis of the 
payments involved, the permanence of the afforestation decision and the lack of experience/knowledge 
(practical and financial returns) of agroforestry under Irish conditions”.  Teagasc also recommended 
greater flexibility in the agroforestry plantations allowed under the scheme, allowing   a) wider spacings 
and configurations suited to modern farm machinery and grassland management practice. b) free-range 
poultry or pigs under trees. c) designs of silvoarable/alley cropping systems e.g. planting 2/3 lines with 
wider alleys for tillage/mowing. d) linking with organic production system. e) linear woodlands along 
field boundaries.   They felt that this flexibility would help meet broadleaf  broadleaf planting targets: 
allowing, for example,  intensive dairy farmers to plant trees in combination with agriculture to address 
carbon balances at farm level.  Farmers themselves could undertake simplified schemes with smaller 
overheads (e.g. no need for a management plan) and this would allow a more ‘gentle’ introduction of 
future afforestation. 

● The Woodland League also considered that the approach to agroforestry was too rigid, and that more 
training and awareness raising was needed on the on the benefits of coppicing and agroforestry with 
mixed native species and recognising the value of scrub invasion as pioneer stage of forest 
establishment.  They felt that the on silvopastoral systems alone was too limited, and that local 
provenances of native species should be specified.  They also recommended that the maintenance grant 
should be increased from 5 to 10 years and that the replanting obligation was unreasonable. The target 
area was felt to be derisory, and indicative of the low priority which is in reality given by the Forest 
Service to this measure. Other agroforestry systems like alley cropping and forest farming should be 
encouraged and also the establishment of trees in lines or groups within fields, as as riparian strips, and 
for shelter and flood protection. They concluded that “imagination and flexibility is necessary to ensure 
that this measure maximises its appeal for farmers, especially as it is being introduced for the first time. 
Systems involved that involve growing fruit and nut trees, as well as valuable furniture grade timber 
should be encouraged, but are not available under the current scheme. A sustainable forestry strategy, 
should include Forest, Hedgerow, Other Woodland and Scrub categories, which now cover 16.3% of 
land area  (Forest Service 2013).  There is a need to provide the full suite of Agroforestry options, these 
are listed in the EU Rural Development Regulation, but never taken up by Ireland until recently and 
then only one option being utilised”.  (include link). 20

From these submissions the most serious disincentive to the establishment of new agroforestry is seen to the the 
permanent change of land use to forestry, and the accompanying replanting obligation, followed by a rigidity in 
the type of system and the species allowed.  Funding in this scheme was available to support a minimum of 400 
trees per hectare at inter-row spacings of 5, 6, or 7 m. By June 2018 only 12 owners had been attracted, totalling 
about 50 ha. 

Conclusion 5.1.5 Research shows the main disincentive to farmers considering tree planting in schemes               
administered by the Forest Service is the permanent change of land use to “forest”. Agroforestry in all other EU                   
Countries, can remain as “agriculture”, and is paid for through the CAP as Sub Measure 8.2 (Agroforestry) in                  
Rural Development Programmes. This is very different from Sub Measure 8.1 (Afforestation). Measure 8.2              
does NOT involve a change of land use, and has no replanting requirement at the end of a rotation. Ireland is                     
recommended to fall into line with other countries, including Northern Ireland. It should make this change as                 

20 https://www.independent.ie/business/farming/ 
potential-of-agroforestry-can-no-longer-be-ignored-34334472.html 
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soon as possible - allowing lessons to be learned from this modest scheme before the new CAP (2021-2027) is                   
designed. 

In its MTR Response the Forest Service (2018) announced: a) Increase of 2% in grant for GPCs 1- 3 7%; b) 
increase in grant and 5% increase in premium for GPCs 4-10; c) Increase of 2% in premium for those who plant 
over 10 ha; d) the minimum mandatory requirement per site will increase from 10% to 15% broadleaves 
Increased rates for agroforestry and forestry for fibre categories; e) support for continuous cover forestry for the 
first time; f) A “Woodland Fund” for native woodlands; g) a new forest deer fencing and tree shelter scheme 
Increase in fencing cap across all GPCs (from 120m to 140m per hectare) to encourage planting in areas where 
the perimeter to area ratio is high; h) Premium rates for agroforestry have increased from from €260/ha to 
€645/ha, but still only apply for 5 years.  The establishment grant has been increased from €4,450/ha to 
€6,220/ha. 

In response to criticisms of the replanting requirement the MTR made the following points:  

1. The aim of the Forest Programme is to increase forest cover to 18% by the year 2050 - allowing “ 
deforestation” to take place make it even more difficult to achieve this target. 

2. The State has invested over €3 billion in forestry since the 1980’s and generous grants and premiums 
continue to be made available under the current programme - this investment must be protected by 
keeping the land under trees 

3. Under the EU’s LULUCF Effort Sharing Regulation (ESR) Ireland’s forests are projected to contribute 
up to 2.2 million tonnes of CO2 equivalent to its annual emission targets.  Proposals will allow for 
afforestation net of deforestation to receive credits on a rolling timeline, currently 20 years with a 
potential to increase to 30 years where scientifically justified. Where clearfelled forests are not replanted 
and the land is “deforested” all carbon captured over the entire rotation of the forest is debited for 
carbon accounting purposes and no harvested wood pool credits are available. 

Comment on the Forest Service Response  

The point about a replanting requirement on forest land as forest land is perfectly valid,  since this land use 
change affects land value, taxes, GHG emissions calculations, and agricultural support like Basic Payments. 
Most EU countries also have a Cadastral System where forest land is clearly distinguished from agricultural 
land.  In each of the 32 European administrations applying agroforestry (Measure 8.2) as part of their Rural 
Development Programmes, including Northern Ireland,  the land remains classed as agriculture (Lawson et al. 
2016).  Regarding third point above:  GHG emissions on agricultural land are recorded by Ireland as part of its 
annual Agriculture Forestry and Other Land Use (AFOLU) reporting to the EU and the UNFCCC.  These 
returns will include the trees under the heading of Grassland Management (GM) or Cropland Management (CM) 
rather than Afforestation-Reforestation-Deforestation” (ARD).   Establishment of significant areas of “Trees 21

Outside Forests (TOF) could therefore make a considerable contribution to 2030 “effort-sharing” targets for 
2030 (Black et al. 2014). 

It is hard to see why a trial scheme for 350ha  of agroforestry is so rigidly regarded as “afforestation”, when the 
densities used allow continuing use of the land for agriculture.  This change in land use is the major reason 
given for a reluctance to plant conventional forestry (Howley et al. 2011; Howley et al. 2012; McDonagh et al. 
2010), and seems to have been compounded by the lower planting a maintenance payments given to 
agroforestry, and the fact that the maintenance payment lasts for only 5 years. Grant and premium rates for 
agroforestry have been increased by 148% and 40% but premium payment period has not changed. 

5.2 NeighbourWood Scheme (0.4% of total budget) 

A How can the NeighbourWoods scheme be improved upon to make it easier for interested parties to submit 
applications? 2B Can the scheme be improved to increase the level of native woodland afforestation?  2C How 
can local communities be mobilised to develop forests in their area? 

21 Accounting details are explained in the LULUCF Regulation (Regulation 2018/841) and (Smith et al. 2014) 
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The NeighbourWood scheme provides (up to 85%) funds for the establishment of new community woodlands, 
for the enhancement of existing community woodlands and for the provision of recreational facilities.  Several 
responses were made on the above questions 

● Woodland Managers Ltd requested great flexibility in this initiative from grown up and suggested some 
form of additional “prize funding” with independent adjudication 

● Woodlands of Ireland suggested the need for close engagement with the Coillte, NPWS, ESB, Bord na 
Mona and other public bodies that may own native woodlands that require management and involve 
local groups should be part of a Forest Service promotional campaign as there is a lack of awareness of 
this scheme. Where funding is provided to NGOs or other tree-related organisations, a commitment to 
promote the scheme should be one of the criteria for approval  The scheme should be promoted more in 
urban areas via local authorities in order to create new native woodlands as public amenities for 
recreation and education. Raising awareness of the Scheme and its detail amongst local Authorities is 
required via Forest Service engagement through annual or biannual meetings with Local Authority 
Biodiversity and Heritage Officers, and via the Tree Council of Ireland.  

● The Woodland League emphasised that communities should be the bedrock of Sustainable Forest 
Management, yet this scheme is the only reference to communities in the whole programme, where it is 
defined as  “close to home woodland amenities”.  Page 5 set targets at 30 to 60 projects but the MTR 
confirms that only two projects have received payment with seven in the pipeline. It is clear that the 
ability of the Forest Service to create and encourage community Neighbourwoods has failed This 
highlights the necessity to work with NGOs on the ground with a proven track record in Community 
native woodland creation and management. The Woodland League are involved in three such projects 
on this Island, with many years experience in this arena, partnering local communities and NGO’s. 
There is currently a disconnect between communities and forests, woodlands and trees in general. 
Active promotion of the NWS scheme is needed together with active targeting of community groups 
and events.  The annual timelines/closing dates could be made more flexible, and the consultation 
period should be extended beyond 14 days.  

● Teagasc advisors currently promote this scheme where they are in contact with local development 
organisations as a follow up to local queries, but it generally tends to be on an ad hoc and reactive basis. 
There may be merit in proactively driving this initiative and it may be an option for the Forest Service 
or their agents to develop/improve linkages with Local Authorities at County Manager level to promote 
NBWs in the context of sustainable rural town/village social and environmental development. The 
inclusion of NBWs in County Development Plans should be encouraged. Also, NBWs should be 
promoted to the LCMA (Local County Managers Association) including facilitating site visits to and 
promotion around successful NBW examples. Training could also be provided for local Heritage and 
Environment Officers so that they can promote the scheme and to broaden knowledge of the scheme. A 
specific campaign to promote the benefits of NeighbourWoods would be useful. This could build on the 
success of the RDS Awards in this category. It could cultivate the idea of ‘active/working 
NeighbourWoods’ for example with demonstrations of traditional skills and crafts. More involvement 
with schools in terms of incorporating into a wide range of school subjects would help to enhance the 
educational benefits of NeighbourWoods. The linkages with existing forest owner groups should be 
nurtured to promote and develop potential local projects as many of those involved are also strong 
community actors.  

● AIHC considered that there was no need to change the application process, that a higher grant could be 
paid for native broadleaf establishment and that the Forest Service should attend Local Authority 
meetings to promote the scheme 

● IFFPA considered that the NeighbourWood should be open all year round to receive applications. 
Applications could be on a ‘first-come first-served’ basis. Funding levels for establishment should be 
100% rather than 85%. Local communities could be mobilised to develop forests in their area if there 
was more information readily available. A roadshow or information portal specifically on 
NeighbourWoods could be developed. NeighbourWoods are more complex than the afforestation 
scheme. The scoring of criteria has just added another layer of bureaucracy and work for community 
groups which is a barrier to scheme participation, and it is suggested that this could be simplified 
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Conclusion 5.2 The NeighbourWood scheme was broadly welcomed by consultees, but all were             
disappointed by its poor uptake, and felt that more effort could be devoted to promotion. Only two of                  
the 30 schemes planned for the first 2 years of the programme had been established. It was                 
suggested that small NGOs find it difficult to meet 20% of the initial planting costs, and the                 
establishment component of the scheme, at least, should be funded at 100%. The scheme started in                
2001, so poor success with the current version is especially disappointing. The Forest Service              
(2017c) claims that the scheme “undergone significant revision … based on feedback from public              
bodies, community groups and other involved in projects throughout the country”. Yet it appears to               
need further review. Community forestry schemes have been successful elsewhere in Europe, and             
the Forest Service is recommended to undertake a review of these.  

The Mid Term Review concluded that the NeighbourWood scheme would a) now be open to applications 
throughout the year, b) receive increased coordination and promotion activities, c) have an increased allocation 
to  reflect the scale of works being undertaken within individual projects. 

5.3 Forest Roads (10.5% of total budget) 

A What measures can be taken to help improve the amount of forest roads being built? B Are there any changes 
to the roads scheme that could be introduced that could help make better use of existing infrastructure in 
neighbouring forests?  C Are there any modifications required to address any environmental issues associated 
with building forest roads or thinning in general. 

Forest road-building achieved 58% of its target for 2015-16, but there were only 2 special construction works 
funded, compared to the 200 envisaged.  Several respondents were critical of the current position. 

● Woodland Managers Ltd felt that this scheme is cumbersome for applications and is driven at inspection 
stage by technical specifications rather than “fit for purpose” considerations. The scheme has become 
attractive for contractors because of   inconsistencies and cash flow delays. On average size sites of 10 
ha or less it isn’t economic for owners to build forest roads and then face additional costs for Local 
Authority permission and compliance conditions. This is a disincentive to good forest management and 
causes much new planting to be planned without thinning in mind. Furthermore the application process 
is cumbersome for foresters and is a disincentive to the submission of small planting schemes. 
Applications are submitted online but must be accompanied by paper versions of many maps and 
documents, signed by the owner.  The whole process could be streamlined and simplified, especially for 
smaller planting areas.  Generally we need the immediate introduction of a single consent system, a 
recognition that forest roads are used about every four or five years for a few weeks and should be fit for 
purpose rather then for Rolls Royces.  A comprehensive system of roads, is beneficial in bringing 
woodlands into production, in providing local recreational walks, and in providing firebreaks 
(Woodland Managers Ltd). 

● Forest Link were very critical of the current road grant of €40/meter, when current costs are at least 
€60/meter plus VAT on straightforward sites, and not counting the additional costs of planning 
applications, archaeological monitoring or the use of a vibrating roller.  Given this cost differential 
forest companies no longer construct roads using the mandated guidelines, and most landowners are 
unable to meet these costs.  Inspectors now place an emphasis on dimension specifications, and many 
forests roads have a higher specification than the county road used to access the forest.  A realistic grant 
should be available which should account for current construction standards, the increasing cost of raw 
materials and the increasing environmental constraints and such as archaeological monitoring. Joint 
training field days should be held for forest inspectors and registered foresters. Inspectors need to be 
more aware of the finances tied up in forest road construction. If there is a small issue a phone call could 
have something corrected in a few days rather than issuing “remedial works” letters which can delay 
grant payment for week. (Forest Link). 

● Teagasc noted that it was increasingly difficult to get a forester to take on their roading applications, 
because of the complicated nature of the process, and that this, together with the low grant level was 
discouraging road building.  Greater flexibility is needed in terms of grant eligibility based on crop age 
where a cluster of forests (adjoining or in close proximity) of different ages including sites over 5 years 
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from harvesting would benefit from economies of scale by building road/s now. Current planning issues 
need to be addressed and simplified.  An online forest-road tool allowing road grant applicants to view 
the location of existing and planned forest roads (both Coillte and private) in their vicinity would be of 
great benefit, and would expand the potential for co-operative roading. The incorporation of appropriate 
GIS spatial layers in the tool would also facilitate efficient planning. Protection of water quality is the 
major environmental challenge during road construction and harvesting. The current grant support for 
“Special construction” of culverts and bridges is welcome but is inadequate in certain situations. This 
may result in a forest owner abandoning thinning and even the clearfell of the all or part of the crop, 
because of the cost of providing access for harvesting and/or road construction. This has a cumulative 
negative impact on timber mobilisation and downstream timber processing. Additional funding could be 
provided on a site by site basis to facilitate timber mobilisation and longer term forest management in to 
the 2nd rotation. 

● Coillte noted that forest roads are not achieving annual targets and that road construction has been 
identified as a significant constraint on getting timber to market. One reason for this shortfall is that the 
sector is over burdened with regulation. Coillte favour robust standards in this area but would welcome 
a review of regulations to find those that are potentially redundant. They favour smart, responsive, 
focussed, modern and risk based regulation as a mechanism to facilitate compliance and drive progress 
in this area. Coillte also believes that streamlining and simplifying the consent process would increase 
the take up of this important incentive,  and grant levels should reflect the significant indirect costs 
involved.  

● The Irish Timber Growers Association (ITGA) stress the importance of getting thinnings and feelings to 
market, and note that the inclusion of costs for bellmouths, lay-bys, drying areas and non grant aided 
special construction works within the overall road grant allocation for potential sites are welcome 
additions to the scheme. The special construction works (SCW) grant for sensitive areas and the funding 
to connect to other existing forest road networks are also to be welcomed. Due to the procedures 
required for new entrances and access to forests, it is strongly recommended that as part of this mid term 
review that an additional/new forest road access grant is made available at afforestation stage. It is 
proposed by ITGA that this would be available at any time up to first thinning stage to facilitate access 
and for constructing a formal entrance to the afforestation area. This earlier grant need not be to the 
amount available under the current forest roading scheme but its objective should be to facilitate basic 
access and a legal entrance to the forest so that this access/entrance is in place when the time comes to 
construct a suitable forest road to facilitate thinning in a forest. 

● The IFA feel that the need for planning permission requirement for new forest road entrances is a major 
constraint in some counties. Inconsistent approaches between local authorities are a matter of concern 
and the draft agreement between Forest Service, Department of Transport and Department of the 
Housing, Planning, Community and Local Government (DHPCLG) is not making progress towards the 
promised legislative changes. IFA propose the option to construct a Forest Management Road be 
re-introduced in the Forest Road Scheme.  There should also be scope for the Forest Road Manual 
specifications to be reduced or modified, and for a level of flexibility when designing and constructing 
roads in smaller private forests. There also needs to be greater level of consistency across the 
Inspectorate in the interpretation of Forest Road Manual. This was intended as a guidance document, 
providing advisory information on good forest practice for forest owners, but is now often rigidly 
enforced.  This has increased the cost of construction and damaged the scheme. Farmers are finding it 
increasingly difficult to find foresters, forestry companies and contractors that are willing to take on the 
work of constructing forest roads, as they are  not economically viable, and involve a level of red tape 
and bureaucracy which deters everyone. . The Forest Service must work with the industry and with 
farmers to limit delays and additional costs in the construction of roads, and the grant level needs to 
increase by 10% to cover costs of construction and additional administration. 

Conclusion 5.3 Respondents were highly critical of the Road Building Scheme. Grants levels of €40/meter               
were at least 30% below current costs for straightforward roads, and costs were increased by planning delays                 
and ‘gold-plated’ standards. The application process needs to be streamlined, and access provided to a GIS                
“forest-road planning tool” showing both current and proposed forest roads, to allow networks to be shared                
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between neighbours. Respondents felt that plantations were now being planned and established without an              
adequate road network and that this would reduce future options for thinning and effective forest management.  

The MTR concluded that the road density given in the guidelines should increase from 20m/ha to 25m/ha 

5.4 Reconstitution Scheme (1.8% of total budget) 

400 ha had been planned for assistance in 2015 and 16, but assistance was provided on only 113 ha (28%). 
Responses were made as follows: 

● AIFC had been shocked by the threat to of to ash and larch  and their removal from grant-aided 22

planting programmes. Greater regulatory control will be required to prevent any further threats to our 
main commercial forest species. We are being encouraged to diversify the species being planted but 
why would landowners take a chance on new species when they will be penalised if the trees do not 
succeed especially due to environmental/natural causes.  Greater support is needed for the landowner 
when sites don’t go as planned, for example when deer arrive on site after 3,4,5 years and fencing grants 
are no longer available. Similarly with the risks of frost or fire. It is now becoming more difficult to get 
even a quote for fire insurance,  especially if there has been a fire in your locality.  In some parts of the 
country it is impossible to insure against fire, leaving forest owners completely exposed. The 
Reconstitution  of Woodland grant (RCW) should be re-introduced to cover non-insurable risks such as 
Frost and Fire  23

● Teagasc made a detailed submission to DAFM on the review of the Reconstitution Scheme (Chalara) , 24

and took the opportunity to suggest that consideration should be given to extending the Reconstitution 
Scheme to reconstitute plantations affected by deer damage. This would help address the issue in forests 
that have failed to pass the 4-year inspection where the 10% broadleaf component is no longer present 
because of persistent deer damage. 

● Coillte noted that recent reconstitution schemes in the area of wind throw and Chalara have been made 
available to the private sector only. Grant aiding of one sector only can create market distortion from 
public to private sector. Future reconstitution schemes should be available to all forest owners who have 
been significantly impacted by natural events such as severe storms or the emergence of pests and 
diseases.  

● IPA felt that farmers were exposed to the ash dieback disease as a result of a lack of strict regulatory 
controls, which allowed the importation of plant material from ash dieback infected areas. As a result 
farmers have experienced significant financial losses. IFA propose that the Reconstitution Scheme 
(Chalara Ash Dieback) must continue to support all farmers infected with the ash dieback. The budget 
secured by DPER for the Windblow Reconstitution Scheme was significantly underspent and should be 
reopened support farmers of conifer forests planted after the 1st December 1983. Many of the farmers 
affected planted under the Western Package and received very low premium payments. Many of the 
farmers affected have generated little or no financial return when harvesting and replanting costs are 
taken into account. (IFA).  

● IFFPA supports the reconstitution scheme as a safety net for the afforestation scheme and a risk 
mitigation measure. In the past when there was a more all-encompassing reconstitution scheme, 
afforestation levels and species diversity were higher. The level of risk aversion amongst forestry 

22 Phytopthera ramorum has been identified not only in Japanese larch (Larix kaempferi) from 2010 onwards, but also in 
European larch (Larix decidua) and hybrid larch (Larix x  eurolepis). All three larches are no longer grant-aided in the Irish 
afforestation programme. The worry about Japanese larch is greatest, with almost 28,000 ha, almost 80% of which is in 
mixed stands with Sitka spruce.  Given the dependence of Irish forestry on this mixture, there is an urgent need for work on 
alternatives to Larch including western red cedar (Thuja plicata), grand fir (Abies grandis), western hemlock (Tsuga 
heterophylla), Norway spruce (Picea abies), European silver fir (Abies alba), noble fir (Abies procera) and Douglas fir 
(Pseudotsuga menziesii) (Walsh et al. 2017). 
23 https://www.agriculture.gov.ie/media/migration/forestry/grantandpremiumschemes/2016/ 
ReconstitutionSchemeWindblow120916.pdf 
24 https://www.teagasc.ie/crops/forestry/grants/management-grants/reconstitution-scheme-chalara/ (note that applications 
for the restitution scheme received before 13 april 2018 will be honoured in full). 
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companies and landowners today is a direct consequence of the restriction of this scheme to Ash 
Dieback reconstitution. Species diversity and broadleaved planting rates are suffering as a result. The 
threat of deer damage (and other vermin) and the risk that this presents to the forest owner and forestry 
company is an important factor in reduced broadleaf planting and diverse conifers. The industry is 
confident that landowners can be attracted to planting broadleaves and more diverse conifers if the 
appropriate protections are put in place in the form of a reconstitution scheme and the removal of limits 
to deer fencing. IFFPA recommendations are: i) the restitution scheme should be expanded to include 
damage from deer and other vermin ii) the grant level must reflect the true cost of works. iii) in the 
Chalara Ash Dieback scheme the  site clearance grant is obviously in need of an increase to reflect the 
increased costs in dealing with larger material and increased costs in administration arising from the 
recent circular. 

● IYDG welcomed support for forest owners to restore and retain forests following significant damage by 
natural causes. The Reconstitution Schemes for Chalara Ash Dieback and the recent scheme for 
windblow are of importance to growers. The reintroduction of the reconstitution scheme for forests 
damaged by fire should be considered as part of this mid term review and is proposed by ITGA. This 
grant could be made available with an upper limit per applicant similar to the thresholds that were 
introduced for the recent windblow scheme. (ITDG). 

● The Woodland League notes that the Restitution Scheme aims to “restore and retain forests following 
significant damage by natural causes”.  With 253 applications having been paid under the Chalera 
Dieback scheme, it is now under review. but the scheme is now under review ( April 2017) Regarding 
windblow, there are no details given as to the extent of this problem, and no guidelines. n 2014, when 
approximately one million trees, mostly shallow rooted non native conifers were blown over in one 
hour, leading to the need for the emergency felling of a further approximately seven million more trees 
due to instability issues on the sites. When it was suggested by Andrew St Ledger, in attendance on 
behalf of The Environmental Pillar, not to replant these sites with the same species that blew over, but 
use the opportunity to replant with native species, in a Forest Liaison Group meeting where the issue 
was being discussed in 2014, the proposal was dismissed out of hand. The decision he was told was 
made to replant with the with same weak species which may blow over again in the near future, wasting 
time energy and resources. (Woodland League) 

Conclusion 5.4 Ireland has suffered in recent years from ash dieback and larch sudden death               
diseased. Forest owner report difficulty in obtaining insurance for fires in some parts of ireland. The                
purpose of the restitution scheme is to provide assurance that forests will be restored and retained                
following significant damage from natural causes. For forestry to remain an attractive option to              
landowners the current level of support should continue to cover windthrow, fire, and major disease  

attack (including prophylactic felling), and also the reconstitution of plantations caused by deer attack              
in situations where reasonable precautions have been taken.  

The MTR announced that the new Forest Fencing and Tree Shelter Scheme will provide funding to protect crops 
from the risk of deer and hare damage. 

5.5 Woodland Improvement Scheme (2.6% of total budget) 

A How can the Woodland Improvement scheme be improved to help reach the targets set? 5B Are there further 
opportunities under this scheme to support those forest owners that wish to transition to continuous cover 
forestry? 

The Woodland Improvement Scheme (thinning and tending of broadleaves) had a  target to support 3000 ha in 
2015-16, and 1421 ha were supported (47%). The Environmental Enhancement of Forests scheme was not 
launched and its target for 2015-16 of 400 ha has therefore not been met (0%). 

● The Woodland League felt that different standards apply throughout the country, making it difficult to 
meet inspectors expectations. the scheme should have flexibility to accept that silviculture is not an 
exact science and cannot be reduced solely solely to numbers.  There needs to be a targeted approach to 
identifying, from the Forest Service database, those plots that would benefit from the WIS.  There 
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should be a simplified approval process with a Woodland Improvement application combined with 
felling licence, therny eliminating the need for visits both pre- and post-application.  Foresters should be 
able to contract with the Forest Service to undertake work identified in the Felling Licence, and 
subsequent payments would be supervised on a spot check basis. It should be looked at more as a 
programme of essential Woodland Improvement than as a Scheme.  The Woodland League is aware of 
woodland improvement being carried out because of concerns over bureaucracy in the scheme. 
Procedures for thinning and tending of the neglected broadleaf resource, should use the facts and figures 
obtained from the few, well-managed examples which have been notified to the Forest Service. 
Testimony and financial returns from the thinnings should be shared with other owners who have not 
yet embarked on the scheme.  Also included in Measure 5 is element 2:  “Environmental enhancement 
of Forest, with a target of 400ha in the first two years, but zero hectares achieved. A document on this 
scheme was due to be issued in 2017, but does not seem to be available .  25

● Good Woodland Services asked for: a) reinstatement of an improved pruning grant for broadleaves with 
a minimum of €350/ha; b) a more flexible WIS programme to include tree planting 
enhancement/replacement to already poor performing low productivity sites d) an increase in the current 
grant of 750/ha to 1200/ha with stricter terms such as windrow lop and top neatly stacked with 
measured lengths of presentable logs (otherwise it remains at the present level); e) introduction of an 
additional grant for second thinnings; f) an additional grant to purchase plants for enrichment planting 

● Teagasc suggested that the scheme should also apply to the thinning of areas of less than 2ha, where the 
applicant would be the owner themselves,  without the (costly) requirement to involve a registered 
forester. It would be beneficial to introduce flexibility in to the scheme to facilitate the planting of 
additional species in the understorey (e.g. beech, hornbeam) or in small coupes to provide side shade 
and help vegetation as a potential precursor to transformation to Continuous Cover Forestry. 

● AIFC had much anecdotal evidence that many of the young broadleaf crops, established over the past 10 
to 20 years have not received tending or respacing. These crops represent a large investment by the state 
and lack of silvicultural intervention, particularly in mixed species stands, will result in the potential 
loss of a valuable resource. Many forest owners have no idea what is involved in carrying out these 
operations and this work is often seen by foresters as being financially unattractive. Stands which have 
already been thinned /respaced (in particular line mixtures) are readily accessible and require further 
assessment to select final crop trees and to educate the owners as to the value of their asset and the 
importance of ongoing management. The structure and value of the crop can be greatly improved 
through timely intervention at relatively low costs. For example through the ring-barking of poorly 
formed trees surrounding around potential final crop trees. The Forest Service should carry out an desk 
inventory of all young broadleaf stands established in the past 10-20 years and contact owners 
informing them of their responsibilities and of the funding available to undertake this work.  

● Coillte note the disparity between grants available under this scheme between the public and private 
sector and also note the low take up under this scheme.  They would welcome parity with the private 
sector in this scheme as the establishment costs are equal for both public and private landowners. Were 
the grant levels equalised Coillte would be in a much stronger position to convert lands to Native 
Woodlands under this scheme.  Grants available for management of broadleaf forests should be 
examined and the costs of fencing compared with costs of appropriate and sustainable deer culling. 
Markets for broadleaf and diverse conifer species need to be developed at the same time as planting 
programmes are increased.  

● The IFA note that this measure is hugely important to develop a forestry culture among farmers. The 
Tending and Thinning grant should be increased to €1,000/ha to assist farmers with the harvesting costs 
as well as increased insurance costs. It is proving increasing difficult to get skilled contractors to 
undertake the work. A grant should also be introduced to support farmers interested in converting their 

25 In the Forestry Prrogramme (p111) this scheme aims for the environmental enhancement of 1,000 hectares of forest, 
including: a) soil and water protection; b) protection of archaeological sites, vulnerable habitats and species, and sensitive 
landscapes; c) Improve biodiversity function, with a fixed grant of up to €750 per hectare. The scheme does not appear to 
have been launched. 
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forests to Continuous Cover Forestry (CCF). The CCF grant should support the development of a 
management plan setting out a transformation plan, as well as provide financial aid during the 
harvesting cycle to for the loss of productivity associated with continuous cover forest systems. A 
fencing grant element should be introduced for plantations that subsequent to afforestation develop 
problems as a result browsing by deer, rabbits, hares etc. that were not foreseen at application stage. The 
fencing grant rates should be the same rates as in the Afforestation Scheme. The damage being caused 
particularly by deer and the delays in payment of 2nd instalment grants are acting as another barrier to 
the broadleaf planting. 

● The IFFPA note that deer damage to edge trees in younger plantations is a serious problem, which 
currently delays the payment of second installment grants.  In many cases these plantations were 
established at a time when deer populations were lower. To adequately remediate such edge trees would 
require significant expenditure which is not affordable. IFFPA therefore recommends that the Forest 
Service should use the Woodland Edge Measure of the Woodland Improvement Scheme to provide 
funding to enable edge trees within these plantations to become reestablished. 

● The ITGA not the importance of the WI (Thinning and Tending of Broadleaves) scheme, and the 
support given to forest holders towards the cost of woodland improvement. The sector requires more 
trained competent forest operatives to undertake the thinning and tending of woodlands, and the 
shortage of these people has affected uptake of the scheme. 

● ProSilva noted the underperformance of this scheme, but felt that it had generally been successful, in 
engaging foresters and forest owners with broadleaves management, and allowing them to gain 
experience.  The scheme could consider enrichment- or under-planting (in groups) as a means of 
introducing diversity of species and structure - particularly in parts of the site where the current species 
has performed poorly or failed due to local unsuitability of the site, squirrel damage, deer damage, poor 
provenance, frost etc. A diversity of approaches to thinning should be encouraged. It is a mistake to 
rigidly impose standards in this scheme where we are at the beginning of the learning curve with regard 
broadleaved management. Diversity of approaches will lead to greater experience and should be 
recorded and provided as an information source by the Forest Service.  Pro Silva Ireland strongly 
support the Annex 2 Guidance in the Scheme Documentation which states that “Alternative silvicultural 
systems to those outlined in the tables below may be proposed where they provide value for money.  

Conclusion 5.5 The WIS (thinning and tending of broadleaves) achieved 47% of its planned 3,000 area in the                  
first two years, but is popular and widely supported by the forestry sector, farmers organisations and NGOs. Its                  
rules could be more flexible and group under-planting should be supported in areas with low stocking.                
Additional support could be given to Continuous Cover Forestry. Alternative Silvicultural Systems should be              
supported where the landowner or tenants are able to monitor and record results for the benefit of the wider                   
community. The Environmental Enhancement of Forests Scheme does not appear to have been launched, and               
therefore achieved 0% of its planned 400ha area. 

The MTR announced that the The WIS scheme will be opened up to non-grant aided broadleaf forests and all 
broadleaved mixtures that meet the required eligibility criteria. Furthermore, all broadleaved forests, including 
mixtures will be eligible for second thinning grants of €500/ha.  The element of WIS which supports Continuous 
Cover Forestry will be opened up to conifer, mixed and broadleaf forests; successful applicants are eligible for 
three WIS payments (€750/ha) for three separate interventions under the WIS scheme over a period of 12 years, 
once the work is in line with the approved transformation to CCF plan. 

5.6 Native Woodland Conservation Scheme (2.8% of total budget) 

A What improvements can be made to the Native Woodland Conservation scheme to increase participation 
levels and make a greater contribution to the environment? B Are there additional training requirements needed 
for this scheme?  C What changes are required to this scheme in order to further support the Woodlands of 
Ireland document “A Strategy for Native Woodlands in Ireland 2016-2020” 
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The Private Native Woodland grant had a target of in the first two years of 160 ha, the Native Emergent 
Woodland grant a target of 100 ha, and the Public NWS (Conservation) scheme a target of 340 ha.  Zero 
hectares were recorded against all schemes (Table 3) 

● Woodlands of Ireland feel that uptake of NWS (Conservation) scheme is clearly hampered by the costs 
of carrying out a NWS Plan by the applicant as part of the application process. Landowners will not 
commit to doing a plan because they cannot be assured that the application will be approved by Forest 
Service, and they may not have the funds to do this plan. Typically, such a plan, involving a forester and 
ecologist would cost a minimum of €1600 to €2000. Given that an NWS Conservation application is 
submitted against clear criteria laid down in the NWS Conservation document, WoI believes this can be 
resolved by the Forest Service paying for the NWS Plan, even if the application is subsequently 
rejected.  Forest companies have expressed the view to WOI that the margin of return on this scheme is 
unpredictable not worth the effort.  Some costs, like the clearance of invasive species could be 
prohibitive.  WoI believes that a solution to the problem is to allow forest companies to charge a 
minimum % overhead element to the the Forest Service. WoI believes that for public sector NW 
Conservation Measure, the capital grant should be increased to the same level as that for the private 
sector as uptake from National Parks and Wildlife Service and Coillte has been very poor to date even 
though WoI in 2016 met with relevant Coillte staff and all NPWS Regional Managers to promote the 
scheme.  The new Native Emergent Woodland Measure requires further scrutiny and teasing out. To 
this end WoI intends to fund a review project outlining the obstacles to its uptake and recommendations 
of any changes required that might increase its uptake.  

● WoI also believes that training on seed collection is essential in order to increase the number of 
registered seed collectors nationally and to maximise collections, especially as some species like oak 
have infrequent mast years. WoI fully supports the “Strategy for Native Woodlands in Ireland 
2016-2020” and believes that an active active promotional campaign and occasional 
communications/update meetings with the various service providers, i.e. Forest Service (and/or agents 
acting on their behalf) with nurseries, seed collectors, other State/semi-State bodies, Local Authorities 
and community groups) are essential for delivery 

● The Woodland League note that the current uptake for these schemes is zero, and that only around 20ha 
is in the pipeline.  They recommend the Strategy for Native Woodlands 2016 - 2020.  They recommend 26

the  Co. Clare, Raheen Restoration/Conservation Management Plan as a blueprint for landowners. 

● AIFC confirm that the initial cost for an ecologist and forester to produce a detailed management plan, 
with no guarantee of approval is a deterrent for many owners.  The plan template could be simplified, 
while keeping the main components.  There is currently a wait in excess of 6 months for approval and 
greater flexibility in the timescale for removing non-native species is required.  Total removal in year 
one is impossible, and is perceived by most owners as excessive, particularly when non-natives 
comprise the oldest trees in stand. The new option of conifer conversion to native woodland on old 
woodland/riparian sites is welcome but how grant is calculated in this case needs to be clarified. Quality 
timber production is envisaged as a component of NWS scheme as a way to ensure long term Native 
woodland maintenance, but anecdotal evidence suggests that when proposed this approach is turned 
down at felling licence stage. Mature mixed broadleaved stands with a high proportion of non- native 
broadleaves species are de facto excluded from this scheme (or any other).These stands have high 
conservation value and make a great contribution to the local environment.  They should be brought into 
sustainable management. A new “Natural Woodland option would bring these high diversity value 
broadleaves sites under continuous cover management and value them appropriately for  ecosystem 
services delivery.  

● Richard Romer (Forestry Consultant) would prefer to see reintroduction of the Restoration of Woodland 
scheme.  The current emphasis on the native woodland scheme is short sighted and inherently 
destructive.  Ireland has a limited limited number of native trees : of which ash is facing extinction and 27

26 
www.woodlandsofireland.com/sites/default/files/WoI%20NW%20Strategy%20Final%2824July16%20LoRes%20for%20w
ebpage%29.pdf 
27 Alder (Alnus glutinosa), ash (Fraxinus excelsior), aspen (Populus tremula), downy birch (Betula pubescens), silver birch 
(betula pendula), wild cherry (Prunus avium), bird cherry (Prunus padus), blackthorn (Prunus spinosa), crab apple (Malus 
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alder is being crippled by a number of  diseases. The answer to the threat of disease is diversity, and to 
that end we have to look at non-native species.  Most old broadleaf woodland is composed of beech and 
sycamore, and conversion to native woodland requires the removal of these trees. This is insane, and 
anyone who works in the field knows the challenges of trying to maintain only native species in a forest. 
These old woodlands are species diverse and this helps to hedge bets should one species be affected by 
a new pathogen. The number of useful species is large-many limes, oaks, cherry, maple, alders, walnut 
etc. and offers the possibility of niche markets for rare and specialised timber types. Some conifers such 
as Sequoia and Sequoiadendron should be allowed in these forests as small groups of 5 or 6 or as 
individual stems. I am specifically thinking of Coast Redwood I saw growing in old mixed broadleaf 
forest in Hilton Park. Separating conifers from broad leaves in a planting situation is unnatural. Also, 
recent rules concerning the requirement to leave scrub and bushes on land for the inspector to decide on 
is ridiculous: common sense will dictate to the forester what to leave and what to remove. For example, 
leaving furze or goat willow in the middle of a potential new plantation because someone in an office 
has decided that they constitute a habitat is outrageous and will cost the state money because of the loss 
of productive ground, and the invasive nature of these plants will cause management problems. 

● ITGA feels that the Native Woodland Conservation Scheme (NWS Conservation) in conjunction with 
the Native Woodland Establishment Scheme are necessary schemes within a national forestry 
programme 

● Teagasc believes that a targeted campaign could assist NWS establishment.  It could be supported by 
GIS analysis to identify the most appropriate areas.  It should promote the use of ‘qualified’ birch  as a 28

viable additional broadleaf species to be considered on suitable soils. The specific focus during 
promotional campaigns should be on the wider non-timber benefits of native broadleaves as well as 
financial benefits. The 20% rule (if still in place) could be relaxed for potential NWS areas. On many 
poorer sites Yield Class 14 is not achievable but if the focus in NWS plantations in primarily on non- 
timber benefits the focus on Yield Class may not be such an issue. A commitment to continuous cover 
forestry on these plots by the landowners might be of more benefit in encouraging high ecological value 
woodlands.  An increase in the overall funding allocation for NWS and an easing of eligibility 
requirements for NWS Establishment would help uptake, including a) a simpler application process for 
smaller scale plots, b) supporting applications on non-designated riparian sites c) focusing on potential 
farm nutrient runoff amelioration and minor flooding mitigation. Teagasc supports an appropriate 
annual target for the restoration and expansion of native woodlands focusing on alluvial and sessile oak 
woodlands. The targeting of co-operative initiatives between neighbouring landowners/woodland 
owners could be deployed to extend planting adjacent to vulnerable stretches of river to protect and 
enhance water quality. This would provide complementary benefits in terms of habitat connectivity as 
well as efficiencies via economies of scale achieved.  

● Teagasc forestry advisors have many queries from forest owners who have small-scale native 
woodlands that they would be interested in conserving. However the scheme requirements are very 
onerous for such small-scale applicants and the provision of a simpler scheme with lower overheads 
(e.g. cost of forester and ecologist) for such situations should be considered. The general feedback to 
our advisers is that premium of €350/ha for 7 years is not a sufficient incentive for such a long term and 
labour intensive project. A higher premium over a longer period eg 10 years may help to overcome this 
barrier. Emergent woodland applications should also be considered for eligibility on better quality peats, 
as well as on mineral soil (currently required), on a case by case basis. Are there additional training 
requirements needed for this scheme? Additional training should be provided to practitioners on: close 
to nature management and continuous cover forestry, coppice management, realising a range of and 
potential commercialisation of wood products from native woodlands. From a promotional viewpoint, 
the spatial targeting of suitable locations which incorporate multiple potential applicants (eg along a 
sensitive watercourse) is recommended. Promotion of the benefits of multiple owner involvement in 

sylvestris), hazel (corylus avvellana), Hawthron (Cretaegus monogyna), holly (Ilex aquifolium), juniper (Juniperus 
com,munis), pedunculate oak (Quercus robur), sessile oak (Quercus petraea), rowan (Sorbus aucuparia), Scots pine (Pinus 
sylvestris), strawberry tree (Arbutus unedo), Whitebeam (Sorbus spp), willow (Salix spp), wych elm (ulmus glabra), yet 
(Taxus baccata). 
28 https://www.teagasc.ie/news--events/news/2013/downy-birch-and-alder.php 
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native woodland projects, especially farmers, would help achieve more efficiencies, environmental 
impacts and economics of scale in an area. This may also necessitate providing some additional 
incentive in terms of co-operative woodland conservation. 

Conclusion 5.6 The three Native Woodland Schemes had zero uptake in the first two years of the programme,                  
and the consensus seems to be that the premiums offered are too low, and bureaucratic conditions too costly to                   
allow the schemes to thrive. There is a reluctance amongst may forest owners to see ‘invasive species’ like                  
beech, hornbeam lime or sycamore removed, particularly in year one of the scheme. Some would like to see                  
better incentives to bring these these mixed ‘native non-native’ stands into to sustainable management to               
recognise their high environmental values.  

The MTR announced that the grant  available under the Public High Forest category would be increased 
to that of the Private High Forest.  Access would be allowed to the forest fencing and tree shelter 
scheme.  Fencing allowances available under the Afforestation Grant & Premium Scheme also apply to 
NWS Conservation. 

5.7 Knowledge Transfer Measure (3.3% of total budget) 

7A What further training requirements need to be addressed under the Knowledge Transfer measure? 7B How 
can this measure be used to further enhance the understanding private forest owners have in relation to the role 
their forests have in protecting and enhancing the environment? 7C What further initiatives could be introduced 
under this measure to promote the mobilisation of timber and biomass? 7D What support framework would be 
best suited to encouraging private forest owners to certify their forests? 7E How can the forestry programme 
support awareness amongst forest owners of information that is already available in relation to managing and 
selling their timber? 

● Teagasc disseminate information through their stakeholder groups and relevant national and local events 
(e.g. National Ploughing Championships, Talking Timber Events etc).  There is scope for incentives for 
operatives to undertake further machine operative course (e.g Ballyhaise simulator course), leading to 
certification or inclusion on an approved ‘harvesting operators list” . Greater emphasis could be placed 
on management techniques for conifer and hardwood crops (e.g. thinning and pruning). - possibly 
through Forest Owner groups.  Teagasc suggests a short course based on the new Environmental 
Requirements for Afforestation (DAFM 2016a), which could be part of the KT Measure and associated 
with forestry management/harvesting extension events. Teagasc also suggested extension services on 
the benefits of certification, IT-upskilling and grants conditions, as part of a network of Knowledge 
Transfer Groups.  A course for new entrants could also be provided with components on timber 29

production, carbon-abatement, recreation etc. 

● The Irish Timber Growers Association provides key information dissemination and representation 
services to the sector, and very much supports the concept of Knowledge Transfer Groups. There is a lot 
to be gained from accessing a wide knowledge base of past experience, actions and performance. ITGA 
has over 40 years of experience in organising field events, seminars, newsletters and more importantly 
have driven major initiatives such as the Model Timber Sales Dispatch System, the Template Tree Sales 
Agreement, the Wood Price Quarterly database, the Irish Thinning Protocol, etc for the benefit of 
private woodland owners. This experience should be drawn on and encouraged through KTGs. The role 
of knowledge transfer through the internet should also be looked at under this scheme. Established 
websites such as www.itga.ie could help disseminate important forestry information to growers and the 
industry. 

● Woodland Managers Ltd noted some owners felt that SFM certification can be obtained almost for 
nothing by use of templates. Their experience with certification standards suggests otherwise and 
requires high standards in planning, communication, consultation, operations, recording and awareness 
as well as compliance. Certification is a market response and the challenges should not be 

29 On 15/8/2018 a new scheme was announced to establish Knowledge Transfer Groups (KTGs) aimed at private forest 
owners that require additional knowledge to help them undertake appropriate management in their forests. “Discussions 
will be facilitated by a professional forester and will incorporate both classroom style learning and practical elements. 
KTGs will also encourage forest owners engage with forestry groups and professionals”  
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underestimated.  WIth Knowledge Transfer Groups, there is significant merit in owner awareness and 
owner knowledge. However current Producer Groups seem only to touch only a minority of private 
forest owners - for a whole range of reasons, age, health, residency relative to woodland, inheritance. 
The challenge is to go beyond these groups to the more  “passive” owners who are fearful of 
engagement. A pilot project to be run by a public body to target all forest owners in a defined region, to 
see what specific barriers are there (personal factors or farm structure e.g poorly located forestry etc.) 
and to quantify the barriers and costs to bringing their forests into production.  A lot of information 
appears in the public domain, though Farmers Journal etc., yet many forest owners do not engage.  

● IFA was concerned by the disconnect between the level of expenditure available under this measure and 
the smaller level of funding available to support Forest Owner Groups. There should be greater effort to 
engage with Owner Groups to ensure that the measure addresses their knowledge needs, and IFA 
proposed a more “bottom up” approach, where farmers and forest owner groups to develop training 
courses that address their own learning needs. Support should be available to assist farmers to develop 
the necessary skills to actively manage their forests, and also to run courses for farmers considering 
forestry as a land use option. It would include forest management, chainsaw use to cut inspection paths, 
small tree felling and marketing timber sales, together with forest safety 

● AIFC suggested that training needs to be given to inspectors and foresters on forest soil properties, and 
planting techniques on more fertile sites. 

● The Woodland League felt that training and knowledge exchange was badly needed on small-scale 
sustainable forest management and coppicing techniques.  They had partnered with the Centre for 
Environmental Living and Training (CELT ) to produce a set of training modules and had successfully 
delivered pilot training. They felt that this small-scale training was necessary to “restore the broken 
forest culture and appeal to a newer generation of potential stakeholders” 

Conclusion 5.7 Respondents welcomed the training and dissemination initiatives in this measure, although there              
was concern that more effort could be made to work with producer groups to identify the training needs of                   
members and to cooperatively deliver solutions. Training is relatively easy to provide to “engaged” and               
enthusiastic forest owners, but there perhaps a greater need to understand the problems of “passive” owners.                
Why do they not manage their resource and how can the barriers they experience to sustainable forest                 
management be overcome? One respondent suggested a region by region survey of all owners to               
comprehensively identify the constraints and opportunities.  

The MTR announced that a national scheme for Forestry Knowledge Transfer Groups (KTG) will be 
introduced, focusing on the mobilisation of timber and biomass. Specific training in relation to agroforestry, 
forestry for fibre, CCF and the environment will be provided. 

5.8 Producer Groups (0.1% of total budget) 

● Teagasc confirmed that there are 20 active Forest Owner Groups around the country, with almost 1000 
members.  This has been a very positive and critical development for private forest owners over the 30

past number of years. Teagasc notes that there is still a need to develop new groups in other parts of the 
country and support the important role of established groups. It may be that encouraging, or artificially 
forcing, amalgamations too early in the process can be counterproductive and result in disengagement 
by forest owners who feel that they are losing ‘ownership’ of their groups.  Amalgamations may evolve 
naturally at a later stage and there is evidence in some more established groups that this is beginning to 
happen. It seems necessary to expand existing groups and establish new groups in areas which are not 
currently covered by a group.  Yet the guidance in the MTR is that no new groups will be created and 
that “there may be a requirement instead to amalgamate existing groups”.  Transferring knowledge and 
building a forestry culture amongst forest owners should be the priority, without over-focussing or 
manipulation of the structures involved.  

● ITGA felt that greater harmonisation was possible between the services which they provide, and those 
provided by the Producers Groups. There should not be “inefficient replication of initiatives”. Certain 

30 https://www.teagasc.ie/crops/forestry/advice/forest-owner-groups/; and (Teagasc 2012) 
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overlap in tasks can be streamlined and duplication should be avoided to ensure that State funding is 
optimised. There is little point in each producer or KTG group receiving funding to undertake very 
similar services to those which ITGA are offering to members. These groups should therefore work with 
ITGA to help supply such information and services. For example, the ITGA annual Yearbook, the 
ITGA newsletters, the Model Timber Sales Dispatch System and other ITGA initiatives should be 
employed by KTGs and producer groups without being replicated by each.  

● Connecting forest roads, forest certification and producer groups are some examples. REPLY: 
Promoting both elements of the NWS amongst forest owners especially where ownership includes 
native woodlands. A good example of expanding native woodlands strategically via woodland owner 
groups is to promote new native woodlands under NWS Establishment on greenfield sites adjacent 
existing native woodlands. (Woodlands of Ireland) 

● The IFA felt that forest owner groups had proven to be one of the most effective ways to engage farmers 
and foster a forestry culture in Ireland.  However, despite their success in activating farmer’s interest in 
forestry  they have had limited support from the Forest Service.  Existing owner groups could be 31

helped to become regional organisations, which would create economies of scale and allow for strategic 
and effective cooperation in the marketplace. Funding should be available to groups on a sliding scale 
for the duration of the programme. This would facilitate the delivery of wood into viable supply chains 
and help them function as effective intermediaries between farmer and the forest industry. (IFA) 

Conclusion 5.8 There are 20 active “forest owner groups” in the country, with more than 1000 members. Their                  
aim is to help forest holders to work together to create a critical mass for forestry operations and mobilising                   
timber. They they reach smaller owners who may not be members of traditional “growers association” like the                 
Irish Timber Growers Association. Yet, there is overlap in services provided by the two types or organisation,                 
and scope for greater cooperation. This may explain why the original goal of creating 13 new Forest Owner                  
Groups has been dropped by the Forest Service and replaced by an intention to amalgamate some of the existing                   
Groups. Submissions suggested that any ‘forced amalgamation’ of groups would be counterproductive. The             
budget for this measure is only €50,000 per year (Table 2), which seems well spend and could be increased. 

The MTR concluded that “support for amalgamation of existing producer groups to create a new group may be 
considered”. 

5.9 Innovative Forest Technology (0.3% of total budget) 

A What new technologies could be supported under this scheme particularly in relation to the mobilisation of 
timber and biomass and protection of the environment? 

The measure is aimed to support private forest holders, producer groups and forestry contractors to procure and 
develop innovative technologies for use in the management of private forests in Ireland. It is primarily aimed at 
new smaller scale technologies which have yet to be widely used in Irish conditions but which have the potential 
to contribute to the economic viability of the private forest sector, especially small dispersed forests, while 
minimising or eliminating negative environmental and social impacts arising from forest operations. 
consideration may be given to small scale technologies which can be used in areas where conventional 
machinery is not appropriate or suitable, such as small remote forests, sensitive soils and in environmentally 
sensitive areas. The budget is 900,000 to be spent on 180 different proposals.  

● Woodland Managers Ltd  noted game changers in recent years in technology around timber 
measurement, timber movement and logistics management - several of which had been pioneered by 
Coille.  It should be possible for the State to licence the rollout of new technologies for the benefit of 
sector as a whole. 

● Coillte noted that the forest sector is benefitting from a range of emerging technologies which will have 
increasing significance in the future. With the targeted support, the Irish forest industry has the potential 

31 Around 40% of the total forest area in Ireland is owned and managed by farmers, yet these farmers are often not members 
of the older forestry organisations like the ITGA and xxx.  Producer Groups have been successful in bringing information, 
marketing and training to this type of smaller forest owner.  
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to be a world leader in terms of the application of cutting edge technologies in planning and operations 
in commercial forests. Appropriate grant-aided trials and schemes to develop test and explore new 
technologies in forestry would be welcomed. Recently we have seen advances in resource optimisation, 
live harvesting telemetry data, earth observation and Lidar data and Satmodo technologies. Schemes 
could also be widened to include aspects such as the use of technologies in timber security. 

● Teagasc fully supported the launch of the Central Tyre inflation System  to provide funding to timber 32

hauliers to fit some of the haulage fleet with technology to reduce potential damage to forest roads 
during timber haulage. There has been a low initial level of interest in the scheme and it is essential that 
DAFM actively promotes it to all parts of the industry as an important element of the wider timber 
mobilisation strategy. The scheme is an important confidence building measure for all stakeholders, and 
in particular the Local Authorities with whom there is ongoing positive communication and interaction 
through the activities of Forest Industry Transport Group.  

● AIFC also welcomed the Central Tire Inflation  to encourage hauliers to fit tire inflation systems to 33

their trucks and to ensure they can operate their vehicles on forest and county roads with lower 
pressures on forest and country roads. Uptake has been poor and should be promoted through the Forest 
Industry Transport Group.  

● Teagasc also considered that pilot funding could be given for new and innovative small scale harvesting 
equipment, including a bespoke broadleaf harvester, together with an innovative decision support tool 
development and marketing hubs (timber sales and security). A link could also be established with 
European Innovation Partnership Operational Groups working on forest technology. 

● IFA felt that the Forest service should more actively promote the Innovative Forest Technology as a 
grant that can support investment in new specialised equipment focused on small-scale harvesting and 
processing. Management of small-scale forests is one of the biggest challenges facing the private sector, 
and a grant, similar to the UK should be introduced, up to a maximum of 40% or €40,000.  

● ITGA welcomed this measure but felt that the limit of 40% of eligible expenditure may be a 
disincentive, especially where larger investments are needed.  Possibly the maximum funding allocation 
percentage for this measure should be viewed on a case by case basis and level of grant aid should be 
determined by the business plan submitted, how likely the technology would be adopted by forest 
holders or contractors, and the overall usefulness/importance of the technology to the sector. 

Conclusion 5.9 The Innovative Forest Technology Scheme was welcomed by respondents. But the MTR gave               
insufficient evidence to assess its success. So far the only competitive call for technology projects related to                 
variable tyre pressure systems in haulage vehicles. The target is to fund 180 different projects, which seems                 
very behind schedule, and underfunded with a total budget for six years of only €900,000. 

The MTR concluded that “DAFM will promote the Innovative Forest Technology measure to create awareness 
of the funding that may be available” 

5.10 Forest Genetic Reproductive Material (0.2% of total budget) 

A Genetic Improvement What changes are needed to this scheme in order to increase participation rates? B 
What species need to be supported under this scheme? 

The target for 75tha of seed stands to be supported 75ha and for two seed orchards to be supported 

● Teagasc confirmed that the seed orchard target had been met through the establishment of their own 
improved birch orchard and second birch orchard established by “None So Hardy” nursery in Wexford. 
Birch is allowed in grant-aided forestry provided that ‘selected’ and ‘qualified’ plants come from these 

32 www.teagasc.ie/media/website/crops/forestry/news/DAFM-FITG-Transport-Conference.pdf 
33 
https://www.agriculture.gov.ie/media/migration/forestry/grantandpremiumschemes/2016/innovativeforesttechnology/Centr
alTyreInflationmodule021116.pdf 
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orchards.  They felt that the deficiency in seed stand  establishment could be partially compensated by 34

more seed orchards.  The Seed Stand and Seed Orchard Scheme  will fund orchards of 9 species and 35

Teagasc recommends provision of an annual premium for indoor seed orchards, during their 
establishment phase and up to the stage where seed production increases.  This would stimulate interest 
in the scheme by smaller nurseries. Teagasc recommends support for oak, sycamore, wild cherry and 
Sorbus as well as all of the important conifer species including Sitka spruce, Norway spruce and 
appropriate minor pine species. It recommends a focus on improved genetic resources for species such 
as sycamore whose performance is disappointing on many forest sites.   A series of provenance trials is 
needed to identify the best seed stands for Norway spruce, Douglas fir, western hemlock and western 
red cedar. 

● Woodlands of Ireland hoped that the projections of future planting stock requirements from the Forest 
Service would generate confidence sufficient confidence for new seed nurseries to be established.  

● Coillte emphasised that a committed and long term programme is needed to ensure that sufficient seed 
stands and nurseries are established. 

● IFA supported the development of forest reproductive material with improved improved resistance to 
pests and disease, and that are adapted to future changes in Ireland’s climatic conditions. The benefits to 
farmers from planting improved Sitka spruce are already being seen with increased growth rates. (IFA). 

● Not so Hardy nurseries felt that, while it is appropriate that normal environmental requirements apply to 
the establishment of an outdoor seed orchard, ant that the general afforestation scheme is not fit for 
purpose when it comes to administering support for these orchards. Premiums for our outdoor seed 
orchard did not account for the loss in the land when it is reclassified as “forest”.  Nor does the scheme 
allow provide for additional fencing costs. Ideally a bespoke grant would allow for the complete orchard 
to be built from day one. The scheme is structured to cater for a large number of applications, yet that 
wil never be the case. Seed Orchards and Tree Improvements are a national concern and the plan for 
both should be geared to the whole forest sector - public and private.  

● Woodlands of Ireland felt that: a) emphasis should be on seed orchards producing good quality native 
birch and common alder - which would help the NWS compete with other forestry schemes; b)  As ash 
is now delisted attention should switch to good timber quality, canker resistant native cherry which 
occupies the same ecological niche as common ash; c) as oak (particularly sessile oak) has infrequent 
mast years,  it is desirable to focus on both species in seed orchards - oak is the species most often in 
short supply for broadleaf planting; d) minor native species are required in low volumes compared to 
major species, and should also be targeted in the ‘Source Identified’ category and promoted in seed 
orchards. These include guelder rose, spindle, whitebeam, hawthorn, blackthorn, crab-apple and yew e3) 
Scots pine derived from recently-identified stands in Clare should be promoted in order to conserve and 
expand this genetic resource 

Conclusion 5.10 An expanded planting programme needs the highest quality planting stock, and forest owners               
are already seeing the benefit of improved Sitka Spruce (Thompson 2013). Supplies of birch seedlings have                
recently become available from ‘identified’ high-quality’ sources. With the withdrawal of ash from the list of                
eligible species for grant aid further selection and improvement is needed of cherry. It should be made clear that                   
outdoor tree nurseries, established under this scheme, need not be regarded as “afforestation”. They continue to                
meet the EU definition of “permanent crops” and should remain eligible for agricultural Basic Payments. They                
should also be eligible for additional fencing grants. 

The MTR concluded: a) the Seed Stand & Seed Orchard Scheme will be open for applications all year round; b) 
Grant aid/ha for Seed Stands will be increased to €750/ha (€600/ha first instalment and €150/ha for second 
instalment); c) For areas susceptible to deer damage and where deemed appropriate by the Forest Service 
additional support for deer fencing will be provided to protect the stand, and this will be paid in accordance with 
the rates and densities per hectare as described in the revised Afforestation Scheme document. If additional deer 
fencing is required this will be considered on a case-by-case basis. Applications for Douglas fir, Scots pine, 
western red cedar, and western hemlock will be considered 

34 A seed stand is a group of trees that has been identified or set aside specifically as a seed source. The stand consists of 
selected trees with desirable characters. A seed orchard is an area where superior tree phenotypes or genotypes are 
established and managed intensively and entirely for seed production. 
35 https://www.teagasc.ie/crops/forestry/grants/management-grants/seed-stand-and-seed-orchard-scheme/ 
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5.11 Forest Management Plans (0.7% of total budget) 

A How can the Forest Management Plan measure be used to help support private non grant aided forest? B 
How can the measure be used to encourage private forest owners develop FMP according to the new template36

? 

The Forestry Programme anticipated that 1000 forest management plans will be supported each year. At a cost 
of 1.8 M€. 

● Woodland Managers Ltd argue that current Forest Management Plans are a necessity to ensure 
continuing payment of the forest premium, but “serve little purpose in actual forest management”. 
Education and awareness are essential to help understand the benefits of a real management plan, 
covering various aspects of ownership, and issues like fire and disease protection:  rather than the tick 
box filling exercise which is the current FMP. Professionals in the sector could be incentivised through 
support for CPD, events, information leaflets and development of codes of practice to roll out a more 
cohesive message to the forest owners of the benefits of active forest management based on a sound 
FMP, whether self supplied or engaged through professionals 

● Teagsc recommend a financial incentive to support management plan development and adoption for non 
grant aided forests may be worthy of consideration.  They consider that the new FMP system need to be 
finalised and rolled out as soon as possible, supported by appropriate information meetings for forest 
owners and stakeholders. FMPs are important to plan and mobilise the supply of timber, and also to 
raise awareness of the need for careful planning,  efficient and timely forest operations and the 
significant of forest certification . FMPs need to be concise and straightforward documents or templates 37

in order to facilitate adoption by forest owners and wider industry - otherwise other methods could be 
considered, including Forest Service assessment to assist better estimates for National Forecasting 
efforts. 

● Coillte welcomed the requirement for forest management plans in the national forest sector, and felt that 
grant aid and premia are often paid without focusing on optimal management of the plantation. This 
does not maximise the potential output of these new forests. If forest management are  implemented 
appropriately they should lead to an improved national forest resource. 

● The HLAI felt that forestry grants should be conditional on the roadside boundaries bordering the forest 
area being managed in accordance with both Section 70 Roads Act and Section 40 Wildlife Act. Many 
roadside hedges that bound afforested sides are not suitably maintained once afforestation commences. 
Forestry Grants and premiums should be withheld if grant applicants are failing to meet their legal 
obligations in  this regard. Re-afforestation sites should be subject to the same Environmental 
Requirements as newly afforested sites. (HLAI). 

● The IFA felt that development of the FMP provides an ideal opportunity to involve farmer in the 
management of their forest, and giving them a greater understanding of the management requirements. 
The Forest Management Plan grant should be increased to €800 to reflect the true costs. There should be 
a requirement for the forest owner to attend a half day training course as part of the development of the 
Forest Management Plan to ensure they are understand the plan and the management 
recommendations.(IFA). 

● ITGA felt that online application/submission through IFORIS and a link with Felling Licence and 
roading applications would help reduce the burden of paperwork on applicants and streamline the 
processing of the various applications,  and should be pursued as an outcome of this mid term review.  

● The Woodland League felt that there was an urgent need for Management Plans for the ancient 
woodlands in the care of the NPWS.  This should be based on the Raheen Management Plan, ancient 
woodland section, with sufficient funding to implement the actions.  Currently these valuable and very 

36 Management Plan Requirements are described in the Forestry Standards Manual (Forest Service 2015b).  Computer 
software is being developed to aid decision making.  The Indicative Forest Statement provides high-level national guidance 
on land suitability for afforestation - on the basis of environmental considerations and soil-productivity. REMSOFT is 
being developed by Coillte - and creates a long-term sustainable management schedule for wood supply, habitat, 
biodiversity and watershed management.  PractiSMS is a multi-resource decision support system developed by the UCD for 
managers include an inventory of special features such as wildlife habitats, water courses, cultural features, public access 
routes etc. UCD is also developing the Forest Planning and Management Programme with assistance from COFOD.  
37 www.coford.ie/media/coford/content/publications/projectreports/cofordconnects/Certification.pdf 
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vulnerable habitats, occupying less than .002% of our land mass, are critically endangered. These 
Management Plans must take into consideration the serious problem of invasive species and provide 
separate funding under Environmental Enhancement of Forests scheme, rather than Native Woodland 
Conservation funding. This action should be prioritised to show that the Forest Service and DAFM are 
“committed to forest conservation as opposed to commercial forest development”. If necessary outside 
assistance and expertise, from UK, Germany, Switzerland, or Austria should be considered to oversee 
this critical area of forest policy, it could be funded using Horizon 2020 research funding for shared 
knowledge and EU partnership.  

● Richard Romer (forest consultant) felt that there was currently excessive paperwork, and that new 
design and online application is long overdue.  Much of the required information is duplicated or 
unnecessary. 

Conclusion 5.11 All respondents welcomed the Forest Management Plan scheme but many felt that the current                
form could be simplified. It could also be linked to a national online mapping system. The Management Plan                  
helps landowners understand the constraints and requirements of sustainable forestry. Good plans should be              
written jointly by foresters and landowners, helped by training, and not be just a form filling exercise. It is                   
recommended that the management plan process be reviewed, with more comprehensive requirements for areas              
above 100ha and much simpler options for areas less than 10ha, especially in the agroforestry scheme. 

The MTR announced that “a  new Forest Management Plan and Certification Scheme will support certification 
of privately owned forests.” 

5.12 General Issues 

5.12.1 How to enhance environment, biodiversity, climate? 

12A What improvements could be introduced to schemes in order to a) increase value for money, b) further 
enhance the environmental contribution of these schemes including climate change mitigation, increased 
biodiversity, enhancement and protection of water quality c) increase participation rates and d) enhance 
forestry contribution to rural communities? 

Biodiversity and water quality 

● BirdWatch Ireland notes that, while the MTR invitation to submit highlighted the hectares of trees 
planted, and the amount of grant aid distributed, there is no detail on the impact of the Forest 
Programme on birds, biodiversity, and water quality etc.  If there is a potential to change schemes, then 
this should happen following a thorough monitoring programme, so that the impacts of current 
afforestation schemes on biodiversity can be assessed . 38

● An Taisce provided a detailed response which focused on environment and biodiversity issues, and the 
fact that commercial forestry in Ireland is dominated by intensively managed plantations of non- native 
conifers. They claimed that the forestry sector was a major driver of biodiversity loss both inside and 
outside of the Natura 2000 network.   This loss, degradation and fragmentation of habitat due to the 39

38 COFORD have published a new vision for forestry monitoring in Ireland (the FutMon Project) (Harrington et al. 2010), 
which initially focused on forest health but has evolved to monitor biodiversity and climate change effects, including 
climate, disease, soil chemistry and biodiversity (part of the EU BioSoil project (Durrant et al. 2011) in long-term network 
sites and NFI monitoring plots. Biodiversity. Many forest biodiversity projects have been funded over the past 20 years 
(e.g. BIOFOREST, PLANFORBIO,  FORESTBIO, RHODO, HENHARRIER, BIOPLAN, ENVASSO) but it is difficult to 
find a synthesis after the report of Iremonger et al (Iremonger et al. 2013).  The Forest Service “Forest Biodiverersity 
Guidelines” (2000) are now almost 20 years old, and should be renewed to provide information in a practical way for forest 
planners and managers.  
39 There are three types of protected area in Ireland a) Natural Heritage Areas (NHA),  which are the basic designation for 
areas of national importance, with 75 raised bogs (covering some 23,000 hectares - mainly in the midlands) and a further 73 
blanket bogs (covering 37,000ha, mostly in western areas).  There are also 630 proposed NHAs (pNHAs), which were 
published on a non-statutory basis in 1995, but have not since been statutorily proposed or designated; b) Special 
Protection Areas (SPAs), established under the EU Birds Directive (79/409/EEC), with more than 570,000 ha of marine 
and terrestrial habitats (155 Statutory SPAs have currently been declared); c) Special Areas of Conservation (SACs), 
established under the Habitats Directive (92/43/EEC).  These are the prime wildlife conservation areas in the country, 
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intensification of land use practices in both agriculture and forestry was felt to be the greatest threat to 
Irish biodiversity. For some habitats and species the situation is now critical and unless swift and 
decisive action is taken to protect designated habitats and species, and High Nature Value farming, a 
range of species including the Hen Harrier and the Curlew will be pushed towards national extinction.  

● The Irish Raptor Study Group (2017) (IRSG) noted that the consultation did not mention the word 
“raptor” or “Natura 2000” “Special Protection Areas”, nor was there a mention of “Threat Response 
Plans” as described in Article 39 of Statutory Instrument 477 .  These Plans provide a mechanism to 40

protect threatened wild birds under on protected sites of EU importance (i.e. SPAs and SACs). A group 
responsible for writing the Plans is convened by the relevant Minister, and one such Threat Response 
Plan exists in Ireland in the case of Hen Harriers.  IRSG asked a specific measure or target on Threat 41

Response Plans to be inserted in the current Forestry Programme.  They argue that “forest sector led 
research has shown that, where the forest cover within the landscape is 40% or over, the Hen Harrier 
population cannot endure, and that, since the forest cover in Hen Harrier SPAs  currently exceeds this 42

critical threshold value by a significant margin… the Forest Service should remove and restore c.20,000 
hectares of conifer forest ... to provide a functioning SPA network for breeding Hen Harrier.”  They also 
recommended that Forest Service should include a commitment in the current forestry programme to 
avoid approval of afforestation grants in areas of High Nature Value Farmland.  43

● Coillte noted that the Forestry Programme aims to increase forest cover, and maximise the economic 
value of existing and future forests.  But it also aims to promote the contribution that forests can make 
to biodiversity, water quality, recreation, and the landscape. They felt that it was now widely recognised 
that forests provide a range of non-timber benefits to Irish society that include inter alia, carbon 
sequestration, water purification, flood protection, habitat and species refugia and unparalleled 
opportunities for recreation for the public. In some cases these ecosystem services may outweigh the 
value of the standing timber in the forest.  However,  while the public at large benefit greatly from the 
provision of such services,  the forest owner may not receive any financial recognition for their delivery. 
Coillte would welcome any conversation which seeks to explore how forests may be used to continue to 
deliver these vital services yet at the same time reward the forest owner. 

● An Taisce also felt that Irish forestry also has significant negative impacts on water quality during the 
afforestation, management and harvest stages of the forestry cycle.  It is implicated in the loss of “High 44

Status Sites” in Ireland over the last two decades  and associated impacts on aquatic species such as 45

considered to be important on a European as well as Irish level. They cover an area of approximately 13,500 sq. km. 
Roughly 53% is land, the remainder being marine or large lakes.  SPAs and SACs together form Natura 2000 areas. 
They were created under the European Communities (Natural Habitats) Regulations, 1997.  These European Regulations 
were implemented in Irish law by Statutory Instrument 94 of 1997 as amended by S.I. 233 of 1998 and S.I. 378 of 2005. 
40 Irish national implementation of EU Directive 2009/147/EC on the Conservation of Wild Birds 
41 www.birdwatchireland.ie/Publications/eWings/eWingsIssue63December2014/Negativitytowards 
HenHarriersneedstostop/tabid/1424/Default.aspx 
42 https://www.npws.ie/news/hen-harrier-spa-habitat-map-viewer-published 
43 Farmland typically characterised by low intensity farming associated with high biodiversity and species of conservation 
concern.  It has no legal status in Ireland or Europe, but maps and databases are maintained by the European Environment 
Agency using the CORINE land cover dataset (European Environment Agency 2004), and have been produced for Ireland 
(Matin et al. 2016)  
44 The FORFLUX project is examining nutrients fluxes to an from Irish forests, The HYDROFOR project (EPA and DAFM 
supported)  is studying catchment effects of forests on waters, and mitigation actions. It has suggested mitigation measures 
including aquatic buffer zones and sediment traps. Sediment load can be reduced by careful onsite management of felling 
and windrowing operations, installation of silt traps and greater application and oversight of best practice guidelines. 
Mitigation of phosphorus inputs is more challenging on peat soils and depends on the presence of mineral content in 
riparian soils or installation of mineral barriers. Other studies and reports like CROW, FORMMAR, KerryLIFE, are 
described in DAFM’s comprehensive report on “Forests & Water - achieving objectives under Ireland’s River Basin 
Management Plan” (DAFM 2018), including the potential benefits for water quality of agroforestry and native woodlands. 
45 This may be true for specific sub-catchments, but the effects of afforestation on water quality are often short-lived.  The 
EPA PARCOM nutrient source apportionment programme for the major Irish rivers noted “For nitrogen, the largest source 
is agriculture (87.5%), followed by urban wastewater treatment (4.9%), and forestry (1.7%), with unsewered industry, and 
unsewered populations and other sources representing less than 6% of the total nitrogen loading. For phosphorus, the 
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freshwater pearl mussel, the Nore freshwater pearl mussel and the Atlantic salmon. Many of these 
impacts are occurring because environmental legislation and guidelines are not being properly 
implemented. Under these circumstances they felt that the current forestry programme has failed to 
adhere to the overarching EU Policy Framework Europe 2020 strategy of “smart, sustainable and 
inclusive growth".  It has also failed to reach its targets for native woodland and broadleaf cover. 46

● The EPA highlighted its State of the Environment Report (EPA 2016), and the contribution that the 
Forestry Programme could make to the EPA’s key actions.  These include health and wellbeing, climate 
change, protection of water quality, sustainable economic activities and nature and wild places.  They 
advise that “where modifications are proposed to the Forestry Programme, these should be screened for 
likely significant effects in accordance with the criteria as set out in Schedule 1 of the SEA  47

Regulations”.  

Conclusion 5.12.1a. The impact of plantation forestry in Ireland on biodiversity and water quality was 
criticised by environmental NGOs.  Numerous research projects on biodiversity and water quality in and around 
plantation forests have taken place in the past twenty years, but the practical guides for planners and managers 
require to be updated.  It is recommended that the Forest Biodiversity Guidelines (Forest Service 2000) and 
Forest Harvesting and Environmental Guidelines (Forest Service 2000) are refreshed 

Climate Change 

● The Irish Timber Growers Association noted that methane (CH4 ) and nitrous oxide (N2O) make up the 
majority of GHG emissions from Irish agriculture, mainly due to the dominance of cattle and sheep 
livestock production. Methane accounts for 63% of total agricultural emissions.   Afforestation and 48

forest management can contribute significantly to balance these emissions, but planting targets are far 
from being achieved.  Afforestation is often most suited to lands which are currently under livestock 
production and afforesting such lands would both reduce emissions from livestock and sequester carbon 
within the new forest. Given the general poor profitability of livestock farming, as highlighted in 
successive Teagasc National Farm Surveys, it is now more important than ever that afforestation is 
favoured in Irish agricultural policy on such land types. Also, the marginal cost per tonne of carbon 
abated which is calculated as ~€20 for the Forestry Programme is significantly lower than the cost of 
mitigation measures within agricultures (~€550 per tonne for the Rural Development Programme 
(DCCAE 2017), the benefits of forestry are clear.  This is particularly the case when, despite the fact 49

largest source is agriculture (49.2%), followed by urban wastewater treatment (28.7%), with peatlands, background losses, 
unsewered populations, and forestry each accounting for about 5% of the total phosphorus loading.”  
46 https://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=COM:2010:2020:FIN:EN:PDF 
47 The DAFM did a “screening determination” in February 2018 and determined that of changes proposed in the MTR and 
concluded that changes in the existing SEA were not required.  
48 Ireland is “completely off course to meet its climate change targets”. The Climate Change Advisory Council’s review for 
2018 shows that emissions of CO2 are increasing at a rate of 2 million tonnes/annum, rather than decreasing at 1 million 
tonnes as planned.  Agricultural emissions have increased by 4.5% since 2014.  The review calls for a national land use 
policy to help move to a more sustainable emissions pathway (CCAC 2018). 
49 The European Climate Energy Framework (European Council 2014) mentions the possibility that forestry could 
significantly reduce net emissions.  This is not without challenge however: a recent paper in Nature (Searchinger et al. 
2018), criticises the assumption made in the EU LULUCF Regulation that harvesting wood for energy can be regarded as 
carbon neutral.  Environmental NGOs have often claimed that the inclusion of forest management in calculations of GHG 
emissions is an “accounting trick” (ref), and it is true that some member states (including Ireland) made unrealistic 
projections of future harvest levels from forests - meaning that when these levels were not achieved the balance was 
assumed to be a carbon credit.  Parliament made significant improvements in the LULUCF regulation and there is general 
agreement that the land use sector has a significant role in the reduction of future emissions, and that transparent and 
scientifically valid accounting methods should be used in future (ref).  
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that Ireland is so suited to the growing of trees, we only have 11% of our land area under trees  while 50

forest cover in Europe is c. 40% 

● An Taisce felt that the current EU climate strategy was wrong in allowing intensive commercial forestry 
to offset emissions from an expanding and intensifying agricultural sector.  In Ireland this will allow the 
expansion of  both sectors, to the detriment of the environment. They feel that this intensification is not 
aligned with important environmental legislation such as the Habitats Directive, Birds Directive or the 
Water Framework Directive, and would run counter to the EUs Biodiversity Strategy 2020. They 
recommend that policies should be pursued which keeps the Climate Strategy in alignment with the 
Biodiversity Strategy, with a focus on the conservation and restoration of credible carbon sinks.  These 
include peatlands, wetlands and other more stable and more biodiverse sinks such as permanent native 
woodland cover and semi-natural grasslands on high carbon soils. They also pointed to the importance 
of hedgerows and trees outside the forest as an option to mitigate emissions.  Sustainable models of 51

forestry such as continuous cover native broadleaves and agroforestry should be given greater attention 
moving forward. 

Conclusion 5.12.1b Forests can help balancing ‘intractable’ GHG emissions from the agriculture, particularly             
if new-planting continues as planned. Emissions from Irish agriculture have increased by 4.5% since 2014 -                
leading to calls for an integrated land use policy which focuses on emissions reduction. Forestry has an                 
important role to play in this emissions reduction, but its inclusion within LULUCF calculations has been                
criticised by environmental groups. Fortunately, consensus is growing that forests, and land use generally, can               
be prioritised as an option to mitigate climate change, but not if this replaces an ambition to reduce emissions                   
elsewhere in agriculture, and only if the IPCC reporting and accounting methodology is followed in full. Ireland                 
has the densest network of hedges in Europe. Hedges are included in a category called “Trees outside Forests”                  
and ToF has been estimated cover 6.4% of the area of Ireland. It is recommended that the potential importance                   
of Trees outside Forests in GHG emissions reduction is recognised, and that management techniques be               
developed for co-production of timber, fuelwood, carbon-sequestration, biodiversity and enhanced landscapes. 

5.12.2 How to change land use policies? 

12B What changes to land use policy should be considered in order to increase participation rates? 

● Teagasc commented that the effect of restricting tree planting on unenclosed land has been to place the 
“burden” of afforestation on better land, and that this has restricted supply. All land that can contribute 
to the overall afforestation should be considered. The work by Farrelly and Gallagher (2015), the 
COFORD Land Availability Working Group (2016) could be developed and used as a tool to evaluate 
the selection of land for afforestation.  Further work is needed to improve the scale of mapping and 52

yield-modelling, but this type of database will allow more specific targeting of areas of land suitable for 
different types of plantation, and increase the area of unenclosed land (GPC1) which can be targeted for 
afforestation.  GIS analysis using soil, terrain, exposure and hydrological information, together with 

50  It is clearly crucial to develop and restoring the hedge network, which the National Forest Inventory estimate (based on 
point sampling)  to cover 3.9% of the land area of Ireland (Forest Service 2013).  The Teagasc Hedgerow Mapping did a 
comprehensive evaluation of 20,000 orthophotos from the LPIS and produced a thematic map with 1m pixel resolution. 
They mapped hedgerows, copses and scrub on agricultural land and concluded that adding this type of ‘boundary 
agroforestry’ covers 6.4% of Ireland, and when added to existing forests, would represent covered 17.3% of the total Irisl 
land area (Forest Service 2013).  This estimate for total “tree-cover” is comfortingly close to the current target for “forest 
cover” of 18% by 2050.  Georg Muller (2012), who has surveyed the field boundaries in 32 European countries, confirms 
that Ireland has the densest hedgerow network remaining in Europe.  
51 Ireland probably has the highest density of hedgerows remaining in Europe.  The Teagasc Hedgerow Mapping Project 
used 20,000 orthophotos from the CAP-LPIS and measured the area of  hedgerows wider than 2m, giving a total area of 
450,000ha or 6.4% of the country - including hedgerows, individual trees and copses smaller than the “forest” definition. 
Some counties like Monaghan, Cavan and Meath have more than 10% cover of  “Trees outside Forests”  (Green 2010). 
Black et al. (Black et al. 2014) examined the scope for carbon sequestration in this resource and concluded that ToF give  a 
net removal of 0.27–1.4 Mt CO2/year, which would increase the estimate of the Land Use, Land-Use Change and Forestry 
(LULUCF) sink in Ireland by  8 to 28%.  
52 These approaches build on the earlier “Indicative Forest Statements” (DAFF 2008), which were used to zone land 
suitable for different types of forestry. 
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Forest Service data on forest owner profiles , may also help to identify appropriate regions/owners for 53

suitable promotional initiatives.  

● Teagasc suggested that owners of less intensive farming systems, with marginal agricultural land who 
are involved in livestock rearing have previously been shown to be a cohort more likely to plant. 
Relatively young farmers with larger farms should be ideal candidates to target, since they will have a 
range of land types on their farms and may be more adventurous. Those not participating in GLAS may 
have more opportunity in the short term.  Incentives in the next CAP for whole farm management to 
minimise emissions may overcome some of the barriers that currently hinder land use change to 
forestry.    Farrelly and Gallagher (2015) also describe a proposal that links carbon neutrality objectives 54

- linking a reduction in tax payable to expanding dairy farmers on the increase in value of their herd if it 
was offset by afforestation. This type of innovative scheme is very exciting since it allows farmers to 
take responsibility for their emissions - and do what they can to minimise them - rather than leaving the 
problem to Governments.  

● The Woodland League noted competition for land created by the government’s plan to increase food 
production by 50%, under Food Harvest 2020, which gave significant financial incentives to farmers. 
This would removes large swathes of suitable land for afforestation immediately. They called for an 
emphasis on “farm forestry”, i.e. the full integration of forestry and agriculture. This option could 
deliver many of the EU’s priorities for Sustainable Rural Development (Barbier et al. 2010) and 
overcome much of the reluctance felt in the farming community to the permanent designation of their 
land as “forestry” (McDonagh et al. 2010).  They consider it time to consion of a range of promotional 
approaches, such as the Champion Forest Owner award, and sharing role models and information via a 
“Better Farm Forests” scheme.  The financial advantages of farm forestry should be promoted using a 
holistic whole farm approach. 

● The Woodland League also called for more use of the GLAS schemes (which are not mentioned in the 
MTR), to support tree-planting. This could allow for scrub to be supported as a means of regenerating 
tree-species, increasing and doubling up of hedgerows, and planting field corners and unused areas of 
farms.  Tree strips and copses can be used to improve rainwater infiltration in the uplands (ref) and to 
manage flooding in the lowlands.  The existing 5m fencing buffer for watercourses could be moved 
back to 10m, allowing linear broadleaf woodland to be planted in riparian corridors.  In areas liable to 
flooding, swale (earthen banks planted with trees) and berms (ditches for flood control) are 
recommended (Watte 2014).  They feel that the carbon-sequestration payments would bring farmer at 
forefront of engineering solutions to climate mitigation and adaptation.  They mention an article in the 
Irish Times where Michael Viney asked how many trees would Ireland need to be carbon neutral by 
2050.  The answer according to work by Farrelly and Gallagher (2015) was 1.25m hectares of trees, but 
they were fearful of the the consequences of planting this area with GPC3 Sitka spruce. They suggested 
that there are many better options for combining farming and forestry, using appropriate species to 
create a resilient farming landscape in Ireland.   55

● Birdlife suggested greater use of Indicative Forestry Statement (IFS) Maps to make land use decisions, 
particularly since Satellite imagery is so much better than then these maps were first introduced (DAFF 
2008). The IFS system could be expanded to derive an ecosystem services opportunity map (especially 
for NWS, NeighbourWood and other riparian schemes), and subsequent planting would be monitored 
against the sites recommended in this opportunity map 

53 Forest Service data should be integrated with the LPIS GIS system and ortho images.  The latter are at a scale of 1:5000 
or better, and derive from orthoimages with a pixel resolution better than 50cm. More than 40% of forests in Ireland are on 
farmland and are managed by farmers.  These blocks of forest been identified by farmers in the IACS/LPIS system and 
need to be integrated with images available to the Forest Service to form a single database of land use (or cadastre).  The 
integrated system will allow the FS to assess land availability, but it can also be used by farmers (and farmer groups) to 
plan new afforestation, agroforestry and climate actions (this service can be provided privately by consultancy companies - 
as in much of Europe - providing that the LPIS data is made available as open linked data) 
54 Ryan et al  looked at the financial viability of all types of forestry and …………….. 
55 http://greennews.ie/events/farming-for-a-resilient-landscape-on-friday-8th-april-in-dublin/ 
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● ITGA felt that the current regime disadvantages forestry as a land use.  For Capital Gains Tax, the 
same regulations retirement relief by transfer or gift should apply on forest land as they do on farmland. 
This would avoid any discrimination against forestry by tax code.  Similarly, the gift or inheritance of 
forest land should be eligible for business relief from Capital Acquisitions Tax.  Currently Business 
Relief is available for farmland even if the beneficiary of the Gift or Inheritance does not qualify for 
Agricultural Relief.  

● Teagasc believes that the better planning, development and promotion of new or revised farming 
schemes e.g. GLAS  is essential to promote wider adoption of effective Whole farm planning. The 56

recent COFORD report on land availability recognises a whole farm incentives approach ie linking 
forestry and agricultural incentives around actions such as land mobility or succession or the protection 
of watercourses using riparian buffers (Ryan and O’Donoghue 2016). Teagasc recommends that DAFM 
explore options to allow some flexibility to the replanting obligation particularly in the case of measures 
involving shorter rotations.eg Forestry for Fibre which may be a barrier to the uptake of these 
measures.. Landowners might be reluctant participate in afforestation schemes (mainly the systems that 
will be harvested in a short period of time, such as Forestry for Fibre) because of the requirement to 
replant. It is understandable that land must remain under forestry and subject to a re-planting obligation 
in most situations, such as native woodlands, but Forestry for Fibre scheme may benefit from a less 
rigid and more flexible approach in relation to that obligation. Consider taxation / reductions / benefits 
where forestry is a farm enterprise. 

● Woodland Managers Ltd felt that the Forest Service should look carefully at proposed sites to ensure 
that they are capable of growing adequate timber, and that the site and species selected match the 
owners stated objectives. A clear land use policy is key to increasing participation. The continued 
message to owners - with whom the Department has contact for at least fifteen years - is about 
awareness of obligations and opportunities. Much of the positive message of forestry gets lost in the 
language of regulation and compliance. Perhaps FS could contact premium beneficiaries twice a year - 
once for the regulatory matters and once as part of an ongoing newsy positive “training” programme. 
The regulatory aspects of forestry do not always sit well with the dissemination of best practices.  The 
sector players should work with the Forest Service to help disseminate experience of successful 
practices, and help drive up standards for the benefit of all. 

Conclusion 5.12.2. Satellite imagery is now freely available at 10m pixel resolution through the Copernicus               
portal; Airborne imagery at 0.5m resolution is available for all farmers through the LPIS portal. Two actions are                  
needed with this new data to facilitate land use choices: 
- a) a project fully integrate i) forest cover outside farms at 10m resolution (from Copernicus) ii) “forest”                  
parcels on farms (from the LPIS at 0.5m resolution), iii) groups and lines of trees on farmland which are not                    
classed as “forest” (from the LPIS and the Teagasc hedgerow mapping project at 0.5m resolution); 
- b) a GIS “farm nutrient sustainability tool”- including trees - which recognises that, while there is an                  
obligation on all Member States to develop this tool for ALL farmers by 2021, there is no mention in EU                    
documentation of the role of trees on farms, and on nutrient filtration. (this would be a perfect subject for a                    
“Innovative Forest Technology Call”. 

5.12.3 How to enhance the species mix in planting schemes? 

12C What possibilities exist for enhancing the species mix being used within the programme (afforestation 
scheme, neighbourwood scheme and Native woodland conservation scheme)? 

● Woodlands of Ireland felt that, to reach the target of 30% broadleaves it will be necessary to target more 
strategically the sites where broadleaves are planted.  This could be, for example, in riparian zones to 
protect water quality, and in sensitive designated landscapes to improve biodiversity, climate change 
and aesthetic values. There is little point and poor value for money in planting broadleaves in areas 

56 GLAS is administered by the Agriculture Department.  A maximum of 450 trees of 2-4 native species can be planted a 
single location or “grove” in a LPIS parcel (field). Trees must be planted 2m apart with a distance of 1m between trees.  
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where they are unlikely to thrive just to meet a % target . WoI also suggest that premiums could be 57

named to reflect the environmental contributions being promoted.  And, on improved sites in Acid 
Sensitive Areas, organic fertilisation techniques should be allowed which boost tree growth. Regarding 
species mixtures WoI felt that changes could be made to Scenario 1 of the NWS Establishment grant  58

to allow a native Irish provenance of Scots pine (McGeever & Mitchell 2016) to be used. 

● Teagasc also recommended the introduction of a multifunctional forestry mix, like the Planned 
Recreational Forestry option that was briefly available in the 1990’s A bonus would be included for all 
forest applications that still contained appropriate mixes and species at the second tranche payment. 
Increased grants and premiums could be considered for the diverse conigers.  

● The IFPAA reported that the  Irish Forest Genetics Resource working group was concerned about the 
current lack of conifer biodiversity - particularly regarding recent disease attacks from Hymenocyphus 
fraxineus and Dothistroma septosporum.  The consensus was that for protection against future 
pathogens is to increase the diversity of the forest estate. It is currently too focused on Sitka spruce, 
even when the land is drier and of higher quality. It is important to take account of the future impact of 
climate change in the current choice of species.  However, while there is already an elevated grant and 
premium to establish diverse conifer, it is insufficient encourage the use of species like Douglas fir, 
western red cedar, Monterey pine and even western hemlock - mainly due to higher establishment costs, 
and potential damage to young plantations from deer and rabbits. The current “diverse conifers” grant 
(GPC 4), does not cover these risks, and there will be little or no planting of diverse conifers unless the 
fencing grant is increased.  These species  should command the same level of respect as broadleaves in 
terms of grant and premium aid, and the fencing element of grant aid for GPC 4 should increase to 
200m/Ha. This improvement, combined with a logical approach to fencing, could lead to a significant 
shift in the species composition of the forest estate. Increasing the planting of Western Red Cedar will 
open up midland soils with higher pH to the planting program, thus addressing  thus positively 
addressing land availability concerns. (IFFPA) 

● ProSilva feel that under the current net-discounted revenue model and clear-fell system these forests 
would not give a positive return on investment, but that, once established, forests in these lower yield 
class site types would be an asset and could be maintained by on-going thinning and natural 
regeneration.  Prosilva would also like to see greater flexibility regarding species recommendation and 
their ratios in grant-aided, mixed conifer plantations. A wider mix of species and flexibility to plant 
more than one majority species in conifer forestry would build more resilient forests capable of avoiding 
devastation from species-specific disease. More direction is needed to guide local nurseries growing 
adequate and diverse species required in coming years. The recent outbreaks of both Phytophthora 
ramorum and Chalara fraxinea highlight the potential risks of forestry monocultures 

● Bernard Carey (forest consultant) felt that grants should encourage the planting of a larger number of 
small areas of diverse conifers.  There is now a lack of knowledge amongst the majority of foresters of 
the establishment practices required to grow other conifers like western red cedar, and this knowledge 
should be regained on small plots at a range of sites (Bernard Carey). 

● Teagasc felt that mixed species, where one species is a nurse for the other were used infrequently in 
Ireland, but further research could show them to be beneficial.  Examples were larch/spruce mixes on 
heavy soils, and oak/larch or oak/norway spruce for weed control, and as a ‘water pump’ on wet sites. 
Teagasc has a critical future role in informing the industry of future species mix options, and also of 

57 Note that the Forest Service’s MTR response to inadequate broadleaf planting rates has indeed been to increase the 10% 
target to 15%. 
58 There are two types of Native Woodland Scheme (NWS)  Establishment (i.e. GPC9 and 10) and Conservation. Specialist 
forestry and ecology staff will appraises the site in terms of its location, soil and main habitats & vegetation, and matches it 
to one of five scenarios, named after the basic soil type: Scenario 1: Podzols (Oak-Birch-Holly Woodland), Scenario 2: 
Brown Podzolics (Oak-Birch-Holly with Hazel Woodland) Scenario 3: Brown Earths (Oak-Ash-Hazel Woodland) Scenario 
4: Gleys (Alder-Oak-Ash Woodland) Scenario 5: Highly Modified Peat & Peaty Podzols (Pioneer Birch Woodland).  
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conduction small research trials together with interested owners.  Research into the potential of Douglas 
Fir as a suitable high yielding species in mixtures should also be considered.  59

Conclusion 5.12.3. All contributors suggested a wider range of species, whether the aim is a continuous-cover                
system, or simply more diversity. Continuing disease attacks on both broadleaves and conifers demonstrate              
Ireland’s over dependence on Sitka spruce. There were suggestions that the ‘diverse conifer’ category should               
receive similar grants and premiums to broadleaves, particularly because of difficulties in the establishment              
phase. Small blocks of species like Douglas fir, western red cedar, Monterey pine, western hemlock, grand fir,                 
noble fir, (and even coast redwood, giant redwood, Japanese red cedar, or pacific silver fir) would greatly                 
diversify the landscape and offer future resilience to disease attack. Further research is also needed on                
conifer/broadleaf nurse mixtures. 

5.12.4 How to increase collaboration between forest owners? 

12D Are there further opportunities for collaboration between forest owners? Connecting forest roads, forest  

● The Woodland League have a draft model for community forestry, and have embarked on its 
implementation.  It is called the “Great Forest of Aughty” in East Clare and South Galway, and could be 
replicated nationwide. It is linked to a project called, “Forest in a Box” to engage national schools, to 
feed native trees into the project as well as to revive the lost Gaelic forest culture. This is vital in order 
to ensure community buy in and can be linked to the Gaelic Athletics Association and other community 
organisations, such as Credit Unions. http://www.woodlandleague.org/category/projects (Woodland 
League).  

● Teagasc noted concern that most of the planting is done by non-farmers, since payment rates are the 
same for farmers and not-farmers.  However the definition of ‘farmer’ has changed over time and 
following the financial crisis of the past decade many landowners, including farmers, are now more 
cautious and astute in relation to decision making. Some have established family trusts and limited 
companies with some land assets transferred for financial, taxation and security purposes. Therefore the 
use of the words ‘trust’ and ‘limited’ and ‘fund’ in applications may not, in all situations mean, 
institutional investors.certification and producer groups are some examples. 

● Teagasc also noted that forest roads are critical to private timber mobilisation,  but there can be many 
economic, practical and environmental challenges which face forest owners who want to build a road to 
facilitate thinning and timber removal. A collaborative approach to forest roads needs to promoted more 
strongly with examples identified and case studies highlighted. Coillte need to be more proactive in this 
regard under their public good mandate to facilitate private timber mobilisation where possible using 
Coillte roads and DAFM should be prompting this at a high level. The current Horizon 2020 project 
‘AGRIFORVALOR’ can provide a template for bringing forest owners with an interest in good practice 
or new technology together in potential innovation partnerships which can support new value chains and 
encourage entrepreneurship. 

   

59 And Douglas fir has been used successfully for agroforestry in its home range in Oregon (Sharrow et al. 1992) 
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6. Conclusions 

1. A mid term review should not radically change a programme.  Its aim is to evaluate progress against the 
targets laid out at the beginning,  and to make changes which bring slippages back on target.  The Forestry 
Programme MTR focuses on targets, and does not make the radical realignment looked for by some 
contributors.  There were 30 contributions, and the majority of points made were collated in an appendix and 
given an adequate response. Nevertheless, the MTR suffered from an inadequate set of indicators in the original 
programme and could usefully have tabulated the issues which would be more fully considered at the end of the 
current programme.  The call for submissions could have been more systematically organised, without putting 
the environmental issues at the end, almost as an afterthought.  Questions on ‘water quality’, ‘biodiversity’ and 
‘climate change’ were lumped together in the same section with ‘value for money’, ‘participation rates’ and 
‘rural communities’.  A general criticism is that the questions, and eventual conclusions, were very focused on 
the viewpoint of the Forest Service. Forest policies should be integrated with rural development and solutions 
should be sought across the land use sector. 

2. The description of the planned MTR says it will “examine in a more structured way any potential that exists 
for changing schemes and improving their performance both value for money perspective and environmentally. 
This exercise will also look at the species mix being used within the programme and the possibilities that might 
exist for change in this regard”.  Environmental questions should therefore have figured more prominently 

3. Current monitoring and evaluation of  agricultural and forestry policies in Ireland, and in the EU, focuses on 
expenditures, beneficiary numbers or land-areas affected.   But the true success of a policy is its impact, and not 
its financial delivery.  The key question is whether a policy’s aims and objectives have been achieved.  It is 
therefore recommended that the Forest Service (despite having taking forestry out of the CAP), COFORD and 
Teagasc should actively participate in EU discussions on performance indicators for rural policies, and should 
help develop practical targets and indicators of environmental, economic, and climate performance.  These 
targets and indicators would be included in the Irish CAP Strategic Plan for 2021-27 and reported against 
annually.  

4.1.  The EU Rules for State Aid to Forestry has budget lines could be used in the next Programme:  including 
a) support for forest Natura 2000 areas, b) cooperative schemes between landowners, c) restoration of landscape 
elements and wildlife corridors; d) participative research and development.  It is recommended that these 
opportunities are explored either in the next stand-alone Forestry Programme or, better, in the CAP Strategic 
Plan  2021-2027. 

4.2 The forestry activities of all EU Member States except Ireland, Finland,  Netherlands, Luxemburg and three 
German Lander,  are funded through the Rural Development Regulation of the CAP  MS report the measures 
in their Rural Development Plans against common Themes and Focus Areas, and this reporting feeds into the 
Multi-annual Action Programme of the European Forestry Strategy.  Because Ireland is doing its own thing, it 
makes it harder to exchange good practice in forestry with other parts of Europe. It also reduces synergy 
between forestry and rural development policies in Ireland, and appears to hinder integrated development of 
farm forestry and agroforestry.  It is recommended that forestry re-enters the CAP 2021-2027, particularly in 
view of changes requiring strategic planning and reporting across both Pillar I (direct support) and Pillar II (rural 
development). 

5.1.1  Most broadleaf plantations (Measure 1b)  have long rotations and are slow to bring an economic return 
to farmers and other landowners. Consultees felt that:  a) premiums for the native woodland scheme are too 
short - these are limited to 12 years by EU rules and Ireland should campaign for an extension in this time 
period - at least for broadleaves. b) a blanket imposition of a 10% broadleaf mix in the GPC3 category, leads to 
some broadleaves being planted where they will never grow successfully; c) more flexibility is needed in the 
“pairing” broadleaf quotas between planting schemes; d) greater participative research is needed to encourage 
broadleaf/conifer “nurse” mixtures; e) parts of “setback areas” could be planted with suitable native tree species. 
f) a smaller-scale approach to site selection is needed, which matches the broadleaf species to the micro-site, and 
focuses on better land and particularly on field margins, corners, riparian strips, shelterbelts and flood belts as 
options.  It is recommended that the agroforestry scheme (q.v.) be complemented by an farm-woodlot scheme 
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(<2ha), in collaboration with the agri-environment GLAS measure, and that the form-filling burden for this 
scheme should be minimised 

5.1.2  Consultees suggested that more land could be made available for afforestation (Measure 1) by: a) 
considering an ‘environmental afforestation scheme’ in protected areas, with higher broadleaf proportions and 
environmental safeguards; b) increasing grants and premiums, c) reconsidering the science behind the bans on 
acid sensitive areas; d) afforesting lower yield-class land, while moving toward continuous cover forestry; e) 
restoring the differential in grants for farmers versus other landowners, f) spreading incentives away from areas 
like Leitrim with an already high forest-cover, g) changing the model to from industrial afforestation to one with 
smaller blocks of trees integrated with farming, h) increasing the emphasis on unenclosed land and using scrub 
cover as an initial stage in natural regeneration.  There was little consensus.  Surprisingly, there was also little 
discussion of using science to classify land according to its constraints and potentials, and modifying grant 
levels accordingly.  It is recommended that the the existing Irish “Indicative Forest Statement” database could be 
complemented by higher-resolution soil, slope, aspect, and hydrology information, and (where possible) 
integrated with field-boundary information from CAP Land Parcel Identification System.  Accessibility to 
satellite imagery, has increased hugely in recent years, and such data will allow a more scientific approach to the 
strategic identification of areas suitable for different types of forestry.  This planning is possible also on a 
catchment basis in conjunction with hydrological models.  It is recommended that the requirement in the next 
CAP for MS to make available to all farmers “a GIS-based sustainable nutrient management tool” is extended to 
forest-owners, where it will be of great value in planning the integration of agriculture and forestry, particularly 
in sensitive catchments.  

5.1.3 To help achieve the target of 7.3ha average block size (Measure 1) most respondents recommended 
higher payments for larger plots.  Some however recommended higher payments for small plots to compensate 
for loss of economies of scale.  One respondent asked why this was a target in the first place!  Greater 
integration of forestry and agroforestry on farms would encourage smaller planting blocks and lead to integrated 
wildlife habitats and less perceived “damage” from forestry.  It is recommended that collaborative  proposals 
are encouraged from neighbouring landowners - this would increase the scale of the afforestation, while 
allowing more integrated planning of the location of trees within the farmed landscape. 

5.1.4  Given the importance of the Forestry for Fibre Scheme (Measure 1d) to the future bioeconomy, its 
experimental nature, and the complete lack of uptake so far, it is recommended that Forest Service should use 
its existing powers to grant exemption to participants in the scheme from a requirement to reforest the land after 
felling. Grants and premiums will also need to be increased in future. 

5.1.5  Research shows the main disincentive to farmers considering tree planting in schemes administered by the 
Forest Service is the permanent change of land use to “forest”.  In Ireland,  Agroforestry (Measure 1c) is 
classified as “forest” whereas  in all other EU Countries it remains classified as “agriculture” and, for example, 
counts towards “greening”.  In the other 34 EU regions/countries where agroforestry is implemented it is done 
through submeasure 8.2 (agroforestry) of Rural Development Programmes (RDP) rather than submeasure 8.1 
(afforestation).  In submeasure 8.2  the parcel remains as “agriculture” and has no replanting requirement at the 
end of the rotation.  It is recommended that Ireland implements submeasure 8.2 rules and falls into line with 
other regions,  including Northern Ireland. This change should be made as quickly as  possible to allow lessons 
to be learned to be included in the design of the new CAP (2021-2027).  The RDP Managing Authority in 
DAFM should work jointly with the Forest Service to allow the latter to make the changes.  The budget and 
projected extent of the current Agroforestry Scheme are both small, but the impact it could make in the next 
CAP on environments, ecological-intensification, timber production and carbon-sequestration are potentially 
very large. No change in the current budget is needed, only a modest “tweak” in the rules. 

5.2 The NeighbourWood Scheme (Measure 2) was broadly welcomed by consultees, but they were 
disappointed by its poor uptake, and felt that more effort could be devoted to promotion.  Only two of the 30 
schemes planned for the first 2 years of the programme had been established.  It was suggested that small NGOs 
find it difficult to meet 20% of the initial planting costs, and the establishment component of the scheme, at 
least, should be funded at  100%.  The scheme started in 2001, so poor success with the current version  is 
especially disappointing.  The Forest Service claims (Forest Service 2017) it has “undergone significant revision 
… based on feedback from public bodies, community groups and other involved in projects throughout the 
country”. Yet it appears to still to need revision.   Amenity planting was much higher pre-1989 in under the old 
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“Forest and Wildlife Service”.   It is recommended that a review is commissioned of community forestry 
schemes around Europe, and that the NeighbourWood Scheme is expanded after 2020. 

5.3 Respondents were highly critical of the Road Building Scheme (Measure 3).  Grants levels of €40/meter 
were at least 30% below current costs for straightforward roads, and costs were increased by planning delays 
and ‘gold-plated’ standards.  The application process needs to be streamlined, and access provided to a GIS 
“forest-road planning tool” showing both current and proposed forest roads, to allow networks to be shared 
between neighbours. Respondents felt that plantations were now being planned and established without planning 
for an adequate road network,  and that this would reduce future options for thinning and effective forest 
management.   It is recommended that a review of requirements for a “forest road planning tool” be 
commissioned. 

5.4  Ireland has suffered in recent years from diseases such as ‘Chalara ash dieback’ and ‘sudden larch death’. 
Forest owners report difficulty in obtaining insurance for fires in some parts of ireland.  The purpose of the 
Reconstitution Scheme (Measure 4) is to provide assurance that forests will be restored and retained following 
significant damage from natural causes.  It is therefore recommended, for forestry to remain an attractive option 
to landowners, that the current level of support should continue to cover windthrow, fire, and major disease 
attack (including phytosanitary felling), and also the reconstitution of plantations caused by severe deer attack 
be covered, in situations where deer have recently moved to an area. 

5.5 The Woodland Improvement Scheme (Measure 5) (thinning and tending of broadleaves) achieved only 
47% of its planned 3,000 area in the first two years, but it is popular and widely supported by the forestry sector, 
farmers organisations and NGOs.  Its rules could be made more flexible and group under-planting should be 
supported in areas with low stocking. Additional support could be given to techniques focused on Continuous 
Cover Forestry.  Alternative Silvicultural Systems should be supported where the landowner and organisations 
supporting them are able to monitor and record results for the benefit of the wider community.  The 
Environmental Enhancement of Forests Scheme does not appear to have been launched, and therefore achieved 
0% of its planned 400ha area.  It is recommended that the Environmental Enhancement of Forests Scheme be 
included in the Forestry Programme post 2020 following a review of its planned purpose and incentive levels,. 

5.6 The three Native Woodland Conservation Schemes (Measure 6) had zero uptake in the first two years of 
the programme, and the consensus seems to be that the premiums offered are too low, and bureaucratic 
conditions too costly to allow the schemes to thrive.  There is a also reluctance amongst many forest owners to 
see ‘invasive species’ like beech, hornbeam lime or sycamore removed, particularly in year one of the scheme. 
Some would like to see better incentives to bring these these mixed ‘native-non-native’ stands into sustainable 
management to recognise their high environmental values.  It is recommended 

5.7 Respondents welcomed the training and dissemination initiatives (Measure 7), although there was 
concern that more effort could be made to work through  producer groups to identify the training needs of 
members and to cooperatively deliver solutions.  Training is relatively easy to provide to “engaged” and 
enthusiastic forest owners, but there is a greater need to understand the problems of “passive” owners.  Why do 
they not manage their resource and how can the barriers they experience to sustainable forest management be 
overcome?  It is recommended that a progressive region by region survey of all owners be undertaken (jointly 
with the owners groups and the ITGA) to comprehensively identify the constraints they experience for forest 
management, and the opportunities which exist for improvement.  

5.8.  There are 20 active “forest owner groups” (Measure 8) in the country, with more than 1000 members. 
Their aim is to help forest holders to work together to create a critical mass for forestry operations and 
mobilising timber. They they reach smaller owners who may not be members of traditional “growers 
association” like the Irish Timber Growers Association.  Yet, there is overlap in services provided by the two 
types of organisation, and scope for greater cooperation.  This may explain why the original goal of creating 13 
new Forest Owner Groups has been dropped by the Forest Service and replaced by an intention to amalgamate 
some of the existing Groups.  Submissions suggested that any ‘forced amalgamation’ of groups would be 
counterproductive. The budget for this measure is only €50,000 per year (Table 2), which seems well spent and 
could be increased. 

5.9 The Innovative Forest Technology Scheme (Measure 9) was welcomed by respondents. But the MTR 
gave insufficient evidence to assess its success.  So far the only competitive call for technology projects related 
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to variable tyre pressure systems in haulage vehicles.  The target is to fund 180 different projects, which seems 
very behind schedule, and underfunded with a total budget for six years of only €900,000.  It is recommended 
that a IFT call be considered for a “farm-forestry planning tool” which, for individual landowners or groups or 
landowners, would visualise LPIS agricultural and COPERNICUS forestry data, together with soils, drainage 
and topography information.  Many commercial “GIS farm-planning tools” are available in other EU countries, 
and they provide a service to farmers, without over-burdening the CAP payment or management agencies. It is 
even possible for farming games like “Farming Simulator 2018” to visualise 3-D landscapes, plan the location 
of farm-forestry, and calculate the impact of trees on farm economics! 

5.10 An expanded planting programme needs improved Forest Genetic Reproductive Material (Measure 10), 
and forest owners are already seeing the benefit of improved Sitka Spruce.  Supplies of birch seedlings have 
recently become available from ‘identified’ high-quality’ sources. With the withdrawal of ash from the list of 
eligible species for grant aid further selection and improvement is needed of cherry.  It is recommended that 
outdoor seed orchards, established under this scheme, are regarded as “permanent crops” on.  This is the same 
status as orchards and short rotation coppice.  It is not “afforestation”. These outdoor seed orchards make a vital 
contribution to Irish forestry and should receive CAP Basic Payment, as well as grants, premiums and 
deer-fencing payments if necessary. 

5.11  All respondents welcomed the Forest Management Plan scheme (Measure 11)  but many felt that the 
current submission process could be simplified and linked to a national online mapping system.  The 
Management Plan helps landowners understand the constraints and requirements of sustainable forestry.  Good 
plans should be written jointly by foresters and landowners, helped by training,  and not be just a form filling 
exercise.  It is recommended that the management plan process be reviewed, with more comprehensive 
requirements for areas above 100ha and simpler options for landowner-written plans for areas less than 10 ha.  

5.12.1a   The impact of plantation forestry in Ireland on biodiversity and water quality was criticised by 
environmental NGOs.  Numerous research projects on biodiversity and water quality in and around plantation 
forests have taken place in the past twenty years, but the practical guides for planners and managers require to 
be  updated.  Some forestry systems, and especially agroforestry systems, can have positive effects on water 
quality.    It is recommended that the Forest Biodiversity Guidelines (Forest Service 2000) and Forest 
Harvesting and Environmental Guidelines (Forest Service 2000) are both refreshed. 

5.12.1b  Forests can help balancing ‘intractable’ GHG emissions from the agriculture, particularly if 
new-planting continues as planned.  Emissions from Irish agriculture have increased by 4.5% since 2014 - 
leading to calls for an integrated land use policy which focuses on emissions reduction.  Forestry has an 
important role to play in this emissions reduction, but its inclusion within LULUCF calculations has been 
criticised by environmental groups.  Fortunately, consensus is growing that forests, and land use generally, can 
be prioritised as an option to mitigate climate change, but not if this replaces an ambition to reduce emissions 
elsewhere in agriculture, and only if the IPCC reporting and accounting methodology is followed in full.  Ireland 
has the densest network of hedges in Europe.  Hedges are included in a category called “Trees outside Forests” 
and ToF has been estimated cover 6.4% of the area of Ireland.  It is recommended that the potential importance 
of Trees outside Forests in GHG emissions reduction is recognised, and that management techniques be 
developed for co-production of timber, fuelwood, carbon-sequestration, biodiversity and enhanced landscapes. 

5.12.2  In regard to Land Use Policies, satellite imagery is now freely available at 10m pixel resolution through 
the Copernicus portal; Airborne imagery at 0.5m resolution is available for all farmers through the LPIS portal. 
Two actions are needed with this new data to facilitate land use choices and “Indicative Forest Statements”: 

● a) a project fully integrate i) forest cover outside farms at 10m resolution (from Copernicus) ii) “forest” 
parcels on farms (from the LPIS at 0.5m resolution), iii) groups and lines of trees on farmland which are 
not classed as “forest” (from the LPIS and the Teagasc hedgerow mapping project at 0.5m resolution); 

● b) a GIS “farm nutrient sustainability tool”- including trees - which recognises that, while there is an 
obligation on all Member States to develop this tool for ALL farmers by 2021, there is no mention in 
EU documentation of the role of trees on farms, and on nutrient filtration.  (this would be a perfect 
subject for a “Innovative Forest Technology Call”. 
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5.12.3 All contributors agreed with planting a wider range of species, whether the aim is a continuous-cover 
system, or simply more diversity.  Continuing disease attacks demonstrate Ireland’s dependence on a small list 
of native broadleaves and on Sitka spruce.  There were suggestions that the ‘diverse conifer’ category should 
receive similar grants and premiums to broadleaves, particularly because of difficulties in the establishment 
phase.  It is recommended that small “diversity blocks” be encouraged in most plantations using species like 
Douglas fir, western red cedar, Monterey pine, western hemlock, grand fir, noble fir, (and even coast redwood, 
giant redwood, Japanese red cedar, or pacific silver fir). These would diversify the landscape and offer resilience 
to disease attack.  Further research is also needed on conifer/broadleaf nurse mixtures. 

5.12.4 Regarding opportunities for collaboration between forest owners.  The Woodland League have a draft 
model for community forestry projects where owners can be linked to community organisations and Teagasc 
noted potential savings in forest roads and fencing.  Several European countries are running agri-environmental 
or forest-environmental schemes where groups of landowners are helped to collaborate, or are even obliged to 
make bids for collective schemes.  As mentioned in Para 5.2 under the NeighbourWood scheme it is 
recommended that a review be undertaken of approaches to community forestry elsewhere in Europe, in 
readiness for the introduction of a new scheme post-2020. 
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Annex I - MTR - Summary of announced changes 

Link here  
 
Measure 1: Afforestation and creation of woodlands 

Grant and premium increases 
● 5% increase in all broadleaves and diverse conifer premium 

categories i.e. GPC 4 to GPC 10 
● 7% increase in all broadleaves and diverse conifer grant 

categories i.e. GPC4 to GPC 10 
● The minimum mandatory requirement per site will be 

increased from 10% to 15% broadleaves 
● 2% increase in grant amount for GPC 1- 3 
● 2% in premium rate for all plantations greater than 10 

hectares, GPC 1 - 12 

Forest Fencing and Tree Shelter Scheme 
● New deer fencing provision of €16.25/m, for IS436 @ 140 

m/ha = €2275/ha. 
● Upgrade deer fencing rates €8/m, for IS436 @ 140 m/ha = 

€1120/ha. 
● This scheme will make a contribution of up to €300/ha for 

tree shelters aimed mainly but not exclusively at protecting 
broadleaves in the category “Additional Broadleaves, ADB”. 

● A contribution of €2.5/m up to a maximum of 140m/ha for 
forests that have been subject to hare damage after Form 2 
payment and up to approval for Form 3 payment. 

Establishment of a “Woodland Fund” for native woodland 
establishment (GPC 9&10) 

● The Department will explore the potential of a forestry 
fund for establishing native woodlands. 

Forestry for fibre 
● Increase number of premiums from 10 to 15 
● Increase the premium rate to equal GPC3 (from €180/ha to 

€510/ha) 
● Increase the grant to match that of GPC 3 (from €2,450/ha 

to €3,815/ha) 
● Create a single GPC by combining GPC12a and GPC 12b 
● 2% in premium rate for all plantations greater than 10 

hectares 

Agroforestry 
● Increased premium rate to equal that of GPC 6 (from 

€260/ha to €645/ha) 
● Increased grant rate to equal that of GPC 6 (from 

€4,450/ha to €6,220/ha) 
● 2% in premium rate for all plantations greater than 10 

hectares 
● Eligible for grants for thinning, tending and pruning under 

the Woodland Improvement Scheme 

All relevant GPC categories 
● Additional Fencing: IS436 increased to maximum grant of 

€600/ha (cap of 140m/ha) 

Measure 2: Neighbourwoods 
● The scheme will be open to applications throughout the 

year 
● Increase coordination and promotion of this scheme 
● Increase allocation will be made available to reflect the 

scale of works being undertaken within individual projects 
under this scheme 

 Measure 3: Forest Roads 
● Road density to increase from 20m/ha to 25m/ha 

 

Measure 4: Reconstitution 
● The new forest fencing and tree shelter scheme will provide 

funding to protect crops from the risk of deer and hare 
damage. 

Measure 5: Woodland Improvement Scheme (WIS) 
● The WIS scheme will now be opened up to non-grant aided 

broadleaf forests and all broadleaved mixtures that meet the 
required eligibility criteria. 

● Furthermore, all broadleaved forests, including mixtures will 
be eligible for second thinning grants of €500/ha. 

Support for Continuous Cover Forestry (CCF) 
● The element of WIS will be opened up to conifer, mixed and 

broadleaf forests; successful applicants are eligible for three 
WIS payments (€750/ha) for three separate interventions 
under the WIS scheme over a period of 12 years, once the 
work is in line with the approved transformation to CCF plan. 

 Measure 6: Native Woodland Conservation 
● Increase the grant available under the Public High Forest 

category to that of the Private High Forest. 
● Allow access to forest fencing and tree shelter scheme. 
● Fencing allowances available under the Afforestation Grant & 

Premium Scheme also apply to NWS Conservation. 

 Measure 7: Knowledge Transfer and Information Actions 
● A national scheme for Forestry Knowledge Transfer Groups 

(KTG) will be introduced, focusing on the mobilisation of 
timber and biomass. 

● Specific training in relation to agroforestry, forestry for fibre, 
CCF and the environment will be provided. 

 Measure 8: Setting up of new producer groups 
● Support for amalgamation of existing producer groups to 

create a new group may be considered. 

 Measure 9: Innovative Forest Technology 
● DAFM will promote the Innovative Forest Technology 

measure to create awareness of the funding that may be 
available under this measure. 

 Measure 10: Forest Genetic Reproductive Material 
● The Seed Stand & Seed Orchard Scheme will be open for 

applications all year round. 
● Grant aid/ha for Seed Stands will be increased to €750/ha 

(€600/ha first instalment and €150/ha for second instalment). 
● For areas susceptible to deer damage and where deemed 

appropriate by the Forest Service additional support for deer 
fencing will be provided to protect the stand. This will be 
paid in accordance with the rates and densities per hectare as 
described in the revised Afforestation Scheme document. 
However if additional deer fencing is required this will be 
considered on a case-by-case basis. 

● Applications for Douglas fir, Scots pine, western red cedar, 
and western hemlock will be considered. 

 Measure 11: Forest Management Plans 
● A new Forest Management Plan and Certification Scheme 

will support certification of privately owned forests. 
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Annex II Measure Fiche for Article 22 of Regulation 1305/2013.  

This text is repeated below because CAP Measure Fiches are supposed to be confidential, but are nevertheless 
important guidance for staff in national or regional managing authorities responsible for the implementation of 
specific Measures or Submeasures 

Submeasure 8.2 Afforestation and creation of woodland  

This fiche is based on the text of Regulation (EU) No 1305/2013 [EAFRD] and, when relevant, on Regulation 
(EU) No 1303/2013 [CPR]. Since the Delegated and Implementing Acts supplementing these regulations have 
not yet been adopted, some modifications to this guidance fiche might be needed after their adoption.  This 
guidance does not represent a binding legal interpretation of Regulation (EU) No 1305/2013. It is therefore 
essentially non-binding in nature and complements the related legal acts 

Rationale of the measure  

Afforestation plays an important role in responding to some of the key ecological and societal objectives of the 
EU Rural Development policy. Afforestation has a favourable impact on soil, water, air and biodiversity. 
Afforestation and creation of woodland respond to the need of enhancing ecosystems and carbon sequestration 
and to shift to a low carbon economy. Afforestation also contributes to the protection of the environment, 
prevention of natural hazards and fires and contributes to the adaptation of climate change.  

Contribution to focus areas and cross-cutting objectives 

In the context of strategic programing afforestation contributes particularly to:  Priority 5 "Promoting resource 
efficiency and supporting the shift towards a low carbon and climate resilient economy in agriculture, food and 
forestry sectors", and especially to Focus area 5 E "Fostering carbon sequestration in agriculture and forestry" 
as well as Priority 4 "Restoring, preserving and enhancing ecosystems related to agriculture and forestry".  

Scope, type and level of support 

Eligible types of operations may be:  

● Afforestation of agricultural or non-agricultural land, including: 
○ Plantation of new forest and wooded area (except short rotation coppice, Christmas trees and 

fast growing trees for energy production). 
○ Compensation for agricultural income foregone. 
○ Compensation for maintenance of afforested land 

The eligible beneficiaries may be:  

● Public land holders 
● Private land holders 
● Associations of public or private land holders 

The forest land can be owned by the State on condition the holder (manager) of the forest is a private body or 
municipality. In this case only the costs of establishment are covered by the support..  Limitations of ownership 
of forests do not apply to the EU's Outermost Regions, as provided in the article 22 of the Rural Development 
Regulation. Consequently, in the Outermost Regions both the beneficiary and the owner could be the 
State/region. 

Eligible costs and conditions 

According to the Article 22(1) of the Rural Development Regulation the eligible costs may be:  

Establishment costs including : 

● Cost of plantation and propagation material. 
● Plantation and other necessary costs directly linked to plantation, such as preparation of afforestation 

plan, soil examination, soil preparation and protection. 
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● Other related operations, such as storing and treatments of seedlings with necessary prevention and 
protection materials (for example, inoculation with mycelium or nitrogen collecting bacteria, protection 
carried out either individually or by fencing the afforested area). 

● Necessary treatment connected to the establishment and planting; including watering and cutting. 
● Replanting in case of biotic or abiotic calamity causing a large scale failure (during the first year of 

afforestation). In order to replant, a formal recognition by 
● public authorities acknowledging officially an occurrence of a calamity is necessary. Replanting should 

be adapted to acknowledged needs. The possibility should be envisaged in the Rural Development 
Programme. 

Annual premium (maintenance costs) per hectare may cover; 

● Early and late cleanings. The period is up to twelve years. ( 
● Necessary actions in order to ensure the planted trees survive in terms of quantity and quality. These 

actions are normally composed of weeding, early and late cleaning and may include early thinning 
(release cutting), depending on tree species and the type of forest. 

● Prevention actions against game, browsing animals, pests and diseases in order to ensure long-term 
results and to avoid unnecessary failure. 

Payments for income foregone may cover; 

Loss of income from agricultural production. 

Further conditions 

The following minimum environmental requirements shall apply: 

● The selection of species to be planted, of areas and of methods to be used shall avoid the inappropriate 
afforestation of sensitive habitats such as peatlands and wetlands and negative effects on areas of high 
ecological value including areas under high natural value farming. On sites designated as Natura 2000, 
pursuant to Council Directive 92/43/EEC and Directive 2009/147/EC of the European Parliament and of 
the Council, only afforestation consistent with the management objectives of the sites concerned and agreed 
with the Member State's authority in charge of implementing Natura 2000 shall be allowed; 

● The selection of species, varieties, ecotypes and provenances of trees shall take account of the need for 
resilience to climate change and to natural disasters and the biotic, pedologic and hydrologic condition, as 
well as of the potential invasive character of the species as defined by Member States under local 
conditions of the area concerned. The beneficiary shall be required to protect and care for the forest at least 
during the period for which the premium for agricultural income foregone and maintenance is paid. This 
shall include tending and thinnings or grazing, as appropriate, in the interest of the future development of 
the forest and regulating competition with herbaceous vegetation and avoiding the building up of fire prone 
undergrowth material. As regards fast-growing species, Member States shall define the minimum and 
maximum time before felling. The minimum time shall not be less than 8 years and the maximum shall not 
exceed 20 years; 

● In cases where, due to difficult environmental or climatic conditions, including environmental degradation, 
the planting of perennial woody species cannot be expected to lead to the establishment of forest cover as 
defined under the applicable national legislation, the Member State may allow the beneficiary to establish 
or maintain other woody vegetation cover. The beneficiary shall provide the same level of care and 
protection as applicable to forests; 

● In the case of afforestation operations leading to the creation of forests of a size exceeding a certain 
threshold, to be defined by Member States, the  operation shall consist of either:   (i) the exclusive planting 
of ecologically adapted species and/or species resilient to climate change in the bio-geographical area 
concerned, which have not been found, through an assessment of impacts, to threaten biodiversity and 
ecosystem services, or to have a negative impact on human health; or (ii) a mix of tree species which 
includes either: at least 10 % of broadleaved trees by area, or a minimum of three tree species or varieties, 
with the least abundant making up at least 10 % of the area. 
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● The Member State/region should include in their Rural Development Programme an identification of the 
specific environmental, pedologic and hydrologic conditions of the area and an explanation of how these 
conditions have been taken into consideration in choosing the species. 

● Short rotation coppice, Christmas trees and fast growing trees for energy production are excluded from the 
Union support under this measure. However, under the measure "Investments in physical assets "support 
can be sought for the short rotation coppice. 

● In case of spontaneous afforestation establishment costs can be provided only to the areas where additional 
plantation is needed. However, the entire afforested area, regardless the origin of the trees, can be covered 
by the maintenance costs, if maintenance activities are regularly carried out. 

● Areas that can be supported under the measure "afforestation" of Rural Development, are also eligible for 
claiming direct payments under the Single Payment Scheme or the SAPS (under Pillar I) provided that 
these areas comply with conditions under point b of Article 32(2) of Regulation (EU) No 1307/2013. 

Principles with regard to the setting of selection criteria 

The selection criteria are applicable to this measure. In this section a reference should be made to the European 
Commission document "Guidelines on Eligibility Conditions and Selection Criteria". 

It is recommended that the eligible project is in compliance with the relevant forest protection plan as regards 
the prevention of forest fires and other natural and biotic hazards. A special attention is to be paid to the 
selection of afforested areas and species (as it is detailed in Article 6 of the Commission Delegated Regulation 
(EU) No…..). 

Links to other legislation (e.g. "baseline" for measures that compensate for costs incurred / income foregone) 

A link to the relevant legislation should be established in the Rural Development Programme. 

Aid intensity/amount of support 

The Rural Development Regulation does not fix a maximum support rate for this sub-measure. 

Co-financing rate(s) 

This measure is among the measures which contribute to the compliance with the requirement stipulated in 
Article 59(6) of Regulation 1305/2013 and which requires that at least 30% of the total EAFRD contribution to 
the rural development programme shall be reserved for measures contributing to climate change mitigation and 
adaptation as well as environmental issues. 

Furthermore, this measure can also benefit from a higher co-financing rate (75%) as it contributes to the 
objectives of environment and climate change mitigation and adaptation (Article 59(4)(b) of the RD 
Regulation). In case of the less developed regions, in the outermost regions and in the smaller Aegean islands 
this co-financing rate can be even higher (85% of the eligible public expenditure) as stipulated in Article 
59(3)(a). 

Indicators 

In planning the indicators it should be taken into consideration the principles detailed in the Annex IV of 
Working Paper "Elements of strategic programming for the period 2014-2020". In specifically, it must be noted 
that individual targets would be set in terms of number of physical hectares on which action is planned for 
carbon sequestration compared to the total number of forestry land. 

Verifiability and controllability 

Reference to be made to the "Guidelines on verifiability and prevention of errors". 

Best practises 
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It is recommended that the eligible project is in compliance with the relevant forest protection plan as regards 
the prevention of forest fires and other natural and biotic hazards. A special attention is to be paid to the 
selection of afforested areas and species. Afforestation can be used for protective purposes, protection against 
erosion, avalanches, drought, and around human settlements creation of better microclimate or protection 
against noise or dust. 

As a general guidance afforestation should be planned and implemented with consideration of the Pan-European 
Guidelines for Afforestation and Reforestation with a special focus on the provisions of the UNFCCC which has 
been endorsed by the Ministerial Conferences on the Protection of Forests in Europe (FOREST EUROPE) and 
by the Environment for Europe/Pan-European Biological and Landscape Diversity Strategy (PEBLDS). 
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