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Nature article
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policy 

conclusions



Nature Editorial
1 July 2020

• Harvest increase of near 50%, SE+FI half the increase

• ”Surge in harvesting may reduce forests’ ability to absorb carbon”

• “Takes long for new young trees to absorb harvested carbon”

• Increase in harvests said to be driven by bioenergy demand

• Bioeconomy strategy successful economically, but at ”ecological cost”

• If forest harvesting continues at current rate then difficult to meet 30% 
protected areas as per biodiversity strategy

• “Meeting renewable energy targets means burning all of Europe’s harvest”

• ”The planned forest observatory is a crucial development, and one for which 
the commission deserves to be commended”

• ”Once its (satellite) data become available, EU member states need to 
incorporate them into the official statistics that policymakers use to make 
decisions — for example, when planning strategies to reach net-zero 
emissions.”

• ”Manual forest surveys” are ”important” ”but in some cases carried out at 
decadal intervals”

• A ”dedicated observatory will provide much more timely data”

• ”(Forest) exploitation cannot continue at the current rate”
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Where the results

reasonable?

No.



Very quick & firm rebuttal by Swedish authorities







What was the uptake?

Huge.



Altmetrics score (=impact beyond citations)

Cf. Rockström et al. 2009. A safe operating 
space for humanity (Planetary Boundaries) 
scores 923





Why should we worry?



•One flawed paper gets disproportionate attention, sowing 
dispute

• Science process has promoted it, rather than being critical

• It contains unsupported policy suggestions

• Science journalists picks it up as (a) it is in Nature after all.., 
(b) it has news worthiness, (c) everyone else picks it up, (d) 
capacity for critical review is missing

• Institutional manoeuvring – bordering corruption

•More of an opinion piece for current campaigns than science



DG-ENVI report
October 2020

https://op.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publication/38567f41-288b-11eb-9d7e-01aa75ed71a1/language-en/format-PDF/source-172477840

”

”



EC & EU member countries have spent a lot of time on the paper…

https://ec.europa.eu/transparency/regexpert/index.cfm?do=groupDetail.groupMeetingDoc&docid=44623

https://ec.europa.eu/transparency/regexpert/index.cfm?do=groupDetail.groupMeetingDoc&docid=44623


What are the risks?

• for science integrity?

•with science as a political power?

• in eroding trust in established evidence and data?

•of ineffective/erroneous policy decisions?


