Forestry and sustainable development: data availability for analysis and scenarios
Forest sector has always been very policy-oriented: investments and structural changes in the sector have always and mostly resulted by external inputs (Public). Number and kind of Policies targeted to the sector are increased in the last decades in Europe, especially after CAP reforms and UNCED 1992, Rio. Actually EU has never had a real “Forest Policy” in terms of a single structured complex of policy actions, but EU Environmental Policy, Rural development Policy, CAP Policy (i.e. Reg. 2080/92) all have included actions toward “forest issues”. Also the international Climate Change Convention (UN) has given a particular role to the “forests” and particularly the role of forest in terms of carbon stock capacity in order to meet commitments related to Kyoto Protocol. 

Parameters and indicators required to monitor economic and environmental policy-oriented dynamics of forests have increased notably in the last decades, as policy actions have increased too in terms of number and complexity. Different Policies targeted to different aspects and functions of forests have entailed the ‘need’ to integrate purposes and issues  related to economical and environmental valorisation of forests over time, contributing to affirm the concept of Sustainable Forest Management (SFM). Noting that ‘economic viability’ is a key pillar of SFM and of crucial importance for maintaining forests and their multiple benefits for society (ecological, cultural etc.), for contributing to sustainable development and to human livelihood (social dimension) especially in rural areas, Pan-European process which took place with M.C.P.F.E, contributed to define what SFM is and how to monitor it in practice.

SFM has been, since the 1992 UNCED in Rio a leading concept in international deliberations and work. The result today is a broad consensus on principles, guidelines, criteria and indicators for SFM on international governmental level. The Ministerial Conference on the Protection of Forests in Europe (MCPFE), is an ongoing process in which hundreds of experts from a very wide range of stakeholder groups have been involved. This broad consensus has brought to define what SMS is: “The stewardship and use of forests and forest land in a way and at a rate, that maintains their biodiversity, productivity, regeneration capacity, vitality and their potential to fulfil now and in the future, relevant ecological, economic and social functions, at local, national and global levels and does not cause damage to other ecosystems” (MCPFE 1993). 

Noting that criteria and indicators are potentially useful tools in promoting sustainable forest management by providing relevant information for forest policy development and evaluation, national forest policies, plans and programmes and noting that they can work as a basis for cross-sectorial forest related data collection, the Signatory States and the European Community have decided to adopt the six criteria for sustainable forest management and endorse the associated indicators as a basis for international reporting and for development of national indicators. Also They have committed themselves to promote the development and implementation of criteria and indicators at national level by  improving the quality and promoting the necessary adaptations of national data collection systems, in order to fulfil the needs of information for national and international reporting on sustainable forest management, since They recognised the need for continuity of terms and definitions as well. 
At the moment national collection systems, in Italy as in some other countries in EU, have still to be adapted towards MCPFE criteria and indicators, for these reasons the data flows that they can ensure are still not completely efficient. Especially in Italy, sector statistical system requires to be improved in order to monitor different aspect of forest management and the impact of Rural Development Policies on forests and  forest management.
In fact we have to take in to account that although politicians and forester are developing actions to put in practice the SFM concept, Europeans still feel that Forest health is regarded to be fairly poor in Europe and deteriorating further, as the overall condition of forests are also seen as bad but with forestry which is seen only partly blamed for that: mostly industry, traffic, construction, forestry, agriculture, tourism, natural disaster, are blamed for the dissatisfactory condition of forests (MCPFE, FAO 2003).

On the base of Directive 2004/35/ce of the EU Parliament and Council on environmental liability with regard to the prevention and remedying of environmental damage, forests cannot benefit by a specific environmental damage protection: as we know the Directive give clear definitions for ‘environmental damage’ , ‘damages to natural resources’ and ‘natural resources’: but forests are not included between ‘natural resources’ (by Directive’s definition). For these reason they can benefit from environmental liability system only when forests are composed by protected species or when they are in natural habitats and protected areas or unless the damages to forest involve damages to soil  which is included between natural resources definition (Macrì, 2006). As consequence the level of effective monitoring is not the same for all forest areas (in and out natural habitats). Probably having sets of indicators completed for both forest areas (in and out natural habitats and protected areas) can help in reaching a more effective SFM and in targeting forest programme and actions, also to prevent damages to forests out of natural habitats. Damages to forests out of these areas in facts do not benefit of rules on prevention and remedying of environmental damage. Forests out of natural habitats and protected areas probably will require a more intense level of monitoring to compensate the absence of environmental liability rules protection and to prevent that external activities will damage climax of these forests and their management over time.

Effective Rural Development can actually depend also on a good level of protection of forest out of natural habitats and on their effective management over time according to all aspects that SFM encompasses but more data are needed about that.

Also, information needs are increasing to satisfy Kyoto’s protocol application as well. These conditions of data availability represent a real constrain for development of scenario analysis and modeling: even I-O (input-output) and PIOT (physical input-output table) development and analysis are mostly constrained by data available especially in the primary sector. 
SFM not only requires that foresters implement best practices and forests certification but also that sector Politics design adequate funding and strategies for better SFM. Also fund transfer from public sector to primary sector has to be better tracked to evaluate Policies’ efficacy and more suitable estimation methods have to be defined to evaluate forests condition improvements and forests’ damages according to existing rules and regulations. 
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