Protect the Forest’s comment on Amendment of the Land Use, Land Use
Change and Forestry Regulation (EU) 2018/841
By decreasing harvest rates and protecting older natural forests, carbon will continue to be absorbed and
stored in the soil. Emissions from forest harvesting are not fully accounted by the LULUCF Regulation. Instead,
harvested wood products (HWP), which include paper products and wood used for energy, are considered as
CO2 removals. According to a study (Harmon, 2019), the projected long-term mitigation benefits related to
product substitution by wood may have been overestimated 2- to 100-fold. Most of the produced forest
products, such as paper and bioenergy, are short-lived. Only a small fraction ends up in long-lived products such
as timber.
Bioenergy is not carbon-neutral. The burning of bioenergy emits carbon dioxide immediately which contributes
to the greenhouse effect just like fossil fuels. It takes many years to compensate for these carbon emissions: in
a 50-100 year perspective, bioenergy can even have larger climate impact than fossil fuels. More than 100% of
Europe’s annual harvest of wood would be needed to supply just 1/3 of the expanded Renewable Energy
Directive (RED). Everything possible should be done to prevent carbon dioxide from entering the atmosphere.
The purported climate benefits of bioenergy need to be re-evaluated urgently and the use of both bioenergy and
fossil fuels must be reduced. Forest biomass should be taken out of the RED.
Replacing natural forests with plantations and HWP to create sinks is not positive for mitigating climate change
as it fails to account for the carbon lost from the destroyed natural forest and when wood is used for energy.
The older the forest is, the more carbon it contains, both in the soil and trees. Old-growth boreal forests aged up
to 800-5000 years can still continue to function as carbon sinks and do generally contain more below-ground
carbon than younger forests.
New forest reference levels should be set, as the current baseline defines ongoing forest harvesting as having
no climate impact. This must be done as soon as possible, by an independent scientific body, and could be based
on a projection of a desired target for 2050 with an increase of valuable natural forests that sequester carbon
and have large carbon stocks.
Trading of land sector carbon credits should not be expanded and the current allowable limit should be set to
zero.
LULUCF Regulation should explicitly acknowledge and counter the loss of biodiversity. The EU Council recently
endorsed the protection and restoration goals of the Biodiversity Strategy. Related policies must be compatible
and the LULUCF Regulation requires a major revision. All taken measures should be strictly compliant with the
goals of the Biodiversity Strategy.
Make sure to specify definitions and clear terms for so called ‘sustainable’ forestry practices, which consider
the socio-ecological economics and policies that operate within the planetary boundaries for biodiversity.
Today, arbitrary and vague definitions of the word ‘sustainable’ promote clear-cutting practices and increased
expansion of tree plantations, which harm the biodiversity and offset greenhouse gases. The term ‘sustainable’
should not mislead or be able to misinterpret.
Protect the Forest agrees that the costs related to carbon sequestration and enhancement of biodiversity are
not sufficiently rewarded and that environmental costs of land-related activities are not priced. Make sure to
incentivise forest protection and restoration measures. Favor natural regeneration and natural forests, not
monoculture plantations.
Support the use of nature-oriented and continuous cover forestry in forest areas without high conservation
values in order to cause less detrimental effects on biodiversity and ecosystem services, and to minimize the
release of greenhouse gases.

Introduce a tax on forest products based on their ecological footprint, which should include greenhouse gas
emissions from land-use change, according to the Polluter Pays Principle. Introduce incentives to reduce the
consumption of paper and forest products. Promote recycling.
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