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Coppice in Europe 
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Coppice and  
coppice with standards 

Percentage of  
total forest area 

Source 

France 4.714.000 ha 50,0 % BMELF 1982 

Belgium 174.000 ha 30,0 % BMELF 1982 

Austria 96.000 ha   1,7 % HOCHBICHLER 2008 

Italy 3.200.000 ha 54,5 % INFC 2005,  
FAO 2005 

Greece 2.000.000 ha 49,3 % Puumalainen 2001 

Germany 75.316 ha   0,7 % BWI² 2004 

Europe 21.000.000 ha 16,0 % Puumalainen 2001 



Coppice in Germany 
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Source: Bundeswaldinventur 2 
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The EU Natura 2000 network is generally not a network of 
strictly protected areas in which no economic activities should 
take place. Therefore in most Natura 2000 sites, a 
wilderness approach will not be the most appropriate form 
of management. The wilderness concept calls for a segregated approach, 
which does not take into account the social, economic and 
ecological requirements of forests under Natura 2000, and 
therefore contradicts the formulations of Article 2 of the 
Habitats Directive. The approach of segregating different 
forest functions does not fit into the culture of managing 
forests in Europe. 
Confederation of European Forest Owners (CEPF) and European State Forest 
Association (EUSTAFOR)  Joint Position Paper on Sustainable Forest 
Management and Natura 2000_Bruxelles 2012 
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•  Understand how coppices are dealt with in different EU28 countries and 
Natura 2000 SCIs/SACs; 

•  Identify the forest habitat types, among those listed in Annex I of the 
Habitats Directive, with  the potential for coppice management (FHT_WPC) 
according to  biological capacity (Del Tredici 2001), or which are or have 
been historically coppiced (FHT_C in each country); 

•  Verify the distribution and conservation status of the FHT_C across 
countries and Natura 2000 sites; 

•  Assess the extent to which the Habitats Directive was being implemented 
by SMPs, and the administrative level of responsibility for managing Natura 
2000 sites  



Methods 

•  Analysis of official documents and data 
•  Questionaire to regional or national 

administrations 
•  Case studies (sites and managment plans) 
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•  Standardised data collection across selected countries   
(EU and national level) (official databases) 

•  Standardised questionnaire (15 open ended questions) across selected 
countries  (EE, UK,  DE, CZ)  | NUTS (BE-1, IT-C1, IT-D4, IT-E2, IT-F4 

•  Standardised analysis of “Site Management plans” (SMP)  prescribed by 
Habitat Directive for SCI/SAC  N2k sites in EE, UK-J, UK-L, DE-B, IT-
E2, IT-F4. 



Results 
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For BE, CZ, DE, EE, IT, UK: 
Natura 2000 network covers  
14,6% of terrestrial area. 



Results 



Results 

53 / 78 (= 68 %)  Potential for coppice 
55 %  9100 Forests of Temperate Europe 
23 % 9200 Mediteranian deciduous forests 
17 %  9300 Mediteranian sclerophyllous forests 
  6 % 9000 Forests of Boreal Europe 
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Forests habitats with potential for coppice 

32 forest habitat types are present in the responding countires (= 60 %) 
31 forests habitat types: coppicing was a common regeneration method 
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The majority of FHT belong to 
Forests of Temperate Europe; 
Mediterranean Deciduous and 
Sclerophyllous Forests, which mostly 
have good potential for coppice 
management 

20-50% SCIs/SACs surveyed contain habitat 
types that are associated with coppice management 

38% FHTs are/have been managed as coppices 

Results 
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Upland oak forest (91A0) Holm oak (9340) 

* Tilio-Acerion forests of slopes,  
screes and ravines (9180) 

Fennoscandian wooded pastures (9070)  

Oak-hornbeam 
(9170) 

Macedonian oak (9250) 

Results 



Results 

•  Coppice is allowed by law in all countires 
CZ has to be autorised on a case-by-case basis under specific restrictions   

•  Conservation status: Majority is classified as „unfavourable or inadequate (U1) or 
unfavourable or bad (U2) 
(other e.g.: „favourable“, „unfavourable recovering“, „unfavourable declining“, „not 
assessed“, „unknown“) 
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Results 

•  Progress in formulating SMPs varied widely between the EU 
countries.  Some countries have no SMPs so far, but some, like 
Slovenia, Sweden and Denmark, have completed nearly 90% of their 
network area. The average was well below 50%.  

•  SMPs in all countries surveyed took particular account of species 
listed in Annexes to Habitats Directive 

•  SMPs did not cite species which are favoured by active coppice 
managment and focused exclusively on Annex II species 

•  Active coppice managment was reported for most countires (none in 
EE, research in CZ) 

•  None intervention is the default management strategy for protected 
areas.  

•  No special management prescriptions for coppice in SMPs for BE, 
CZ, DE and UK – but in some IT regions. 

•  Coppice restoration (e.g., oak, oak-hornbeam) is reported in UK , 
DE, CZ for coppice specialists  (e.g., insects, birds, small mammals) 
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•  Special prescriptions for coppices  (e.g., coupe size, rotation lenght, 
standard’s density , sporadic tree species), are only reported for IT 
SMPs 

•  Rare non Annex II species requiring coppice woodland structure  are 
seldom considered (e.g.,  DE, hazel grouse Bonasa bonasia, IT-C1, 

•   Site management plans are descriptive, not detailed prescriptions, 
no schedule 
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Results 

Proportions of SMPs mentioned coppice or former coppicing/pollarding: 
100 % / 86 % in IT-E2 Umbria 
  43 % / 94 % in IT-4 Puglia 
  14 % / 31 % in UK-L Wales 
  16 % / 44 % in UK-J South East England 
  10 % / 80 % in DE-B Rhineland-Palatinate 
    9 % /   2 % in EE 
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!  Coppice related species 

!  Hazel grouse (Bonasia bonasia) 
!  Hazel mouse (Muscardinus avellanarius) 
!  Euphydryus maturna 
!  Eriogaster catax 

Species benefit from coppice 



03.08.2016 25 



Coppice in Europe and Natura 2000 26 

Oak hornbeam coppice 

Results 
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Thank you! 

contact: 
Dr. Christian Suchomel 
University of Freiburg 
Chair of Forest Operations 
Werthmannstr. 6 
79085 Freiburg, Germany 
christian.suchomel@foresteng.uni-freiburg.de 
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Results 
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!  Tabell, Artengruppem, die profitieren 

Species benefit from coppice 


