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NSF reply to the EC call for feedback on ‘Simplification of administrative 

burdens in environmental legislation’ 
 
The Nordic Family Forestry Alliance (NSF) is the network of the family forest owner 
organizations of Sweden, Finland, Norway and Denmark. Its members, the Danish 
Forest Association, the Federation of Family Forest Owners and Farmers of Sweden 
(LRF), the Central Union of Agricultural Producers and Forest Owners in Finland (MTK) 
and Norwegian Forest Owners' Federation had been cooperating since 1946 and have 
been active in Brussels-based EU policy discussions since the EU accession of Sweden 
and Finland.  
 
The Nordic Family Forestry Alliance (NSF) welcomes the Commission’s initiative on 
simplification of administrative burdens in environmental legislation, which is a 
prerequisite to avoid derailing efforts to increase the competitiveness of Europe on the 
global stage while staying on track of sustainable transition. Beyond administrative 
requirements, there is also a need to look at other content, as many regulations date 
back to a time that differs from today’s global context. Conditions vary across Member 
States, and national flexibility is needed in the implementation of legislation to ensure 
efficient use of resources. 
 
Nordic family forest owners highlight the need for simplification in two key EU 
environmental legislations: the Regulation on Deforestation-Free Products (EUDR) and 
the Nature Restoration Regulation (NRR). 
 
Simplification of EUDR 
 
The EUDR imposes disproportionate and impractical obligations on Nordic forest 
owners. Without significant adjustments, its implementation will result in excessive 
administrative burdens and cause severe and unjustified hindrance in the 
competitiveness for family forestry operations- especially since family-owned forests 
do not contribute to global deforestation. 
High administrative burden derived from completing the Due Diligence Statement 
(DDS), which requires geolocation data, registration in the EUDR system, and legal 
interpretation, would often exceed the digital and legal capacity of family-run forestry 
operations – which are key stakeholders in Nordic SMEs and play vital part in Nordic 
national economies with special regard remote areas. 
A high level of legal uncertainty stems from the FAQs and guidance documents which 
lack legal clarity and fail to resolve conflicts between EU laws.  
 



 

NSF recommends focusing reporting on first-time market placements, where risk is 
highest. Allow downstream operators to rely on suppliers’ due diligence. Additionally, 
Exploring simplified reporting for countries with negligible deforestation risk (e.g., a 
“non-risk” category under Article 29) is essential.  

 
Simplification of the Nature Restoration Regulation 
 
The impact of this legislation on land management is unclear. First and foremost, the 
administrative burden should be reduced by extending reporting intervals and 
reducing the number of indicators. Management of protected species should be 
facilitated. The NRR should also be reviewed from the perspective of reducing 
requirements and increasing national flexibility, in order to ensure, inter alia, security 
of supply, competitiveness, and the alignment of societal needs. 
 
NSF recommends three core actions: increasing flexibility in reporting indicators for 
forestry (article 11); limiting restoration efforts to Natura 2000 sites and introducing 
safeguards to ensure restoration on private land remains voluntary. 
 
 
Other forest-related EU policy initiatives proposed for simplification by Nordic family 
forest owners with the following main considerations: 
 

➢ Forest Monitoring Regulation (proposal): existing reporting structures should 
be regarded sufficient, and creation of new systems should only be considered 
where they do not exist.   

➢ Soil Monitoring Directive: The indicators should follow the regional 
circumstances and avoid a rigid unified approach towards defining ‘healthy 
soils’ 

➢ LULUCF Regulation: new targets should be based on the latest scientific data 
and corresponding potential of the forest carbon sink. Introduction of 
indicative targets should be considered. 

➢ Closer-to-nature forest certification: EU regulation should be avoided. A 
market-based approach should determine the design of this new voluntary EU 
framework.  

➢ Carbon Removal and Carbon Farming Regulation: afforestation of peatlands 
should be eligible activity under upcoming secondary legislation.   

➢ Taxonomy Regulation: re-evaluation is needed of the ‘Do No Significant Harm’ 
(DNSH) technical screening criteria to enhance uptake of corresponding 
financial instruments by family-owned forestry operations. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


