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In this commentary, we discuss whether Finnish forestry innovations can be considered a
nature-based solution (NBS). Our perspective is based on personal experiences, and the
commentary is not intended to be comprehensive, but rather to provide examples and
considerations. This text focuses on approaches in practical forestry. This excludes the
broader meaning of forestry, such as forest industry and wood processing. The idea of NBS
may be easier to apply in this broader context due to the potential substitution of fossil
resources. However, because the greatest impact on forest ecosystems comes from timber
harvesting, it is important to consider the origin of the wood raw material being utilized.

Since the late 1980s, Finnish forestry has adopted sustainability rhetoric that emphasizes the
goal of producing multiple benefits for both humans and nature. This shift can be seen as a
call for NBS, and several initiatives have emerged to harmonize forestry with ecological and
societal needs. Examples include METSO-programme, Monimetsa-project, strong
sustainability forest planning services, and continuous cover forestry.

To determine whether Finnish forestry can be considered an NBS, it is necessary to evaluate
the different approaches used in forest management. In doing so, we have compared some
approaches used in Finnish forestry and some ongoing research projects to the defining
characteristics of NBS in the following table. You can read short descriptions of the
approaches and projects below before the table.

Forest Biodiversity Programme for Southern Finland (METSO): Voluntary forest protection by
landowners is particularly important in Southern Finland. Voluntary forest protection is
promoted by the State through the Forest Biodiversity Programme for Southern Finland
2014-2025, called METSO. The METSO Programme aims to halt the ongoing decline in the
biodiversity of forest habitats and species, and to establish at least stable or preferably
favourable trends in Southern Finland’s forest ecosystems. The METSO Programme offers
various tools for the forest owners: they can offer their forests either for permanent
protection or make temporary protection agreements. In addition, active nature management
supported by the Programme is one way to increase biodiversity in managed stands. You can
read more: Forest Biodiversity Programme for Southern Finland (METSO) - Maa- ja
metsatalousministerio



Monimetsa - Project: In the Monimetsa - project, the focus was on promoting nature
management in commercial forests. The project aimed to increase forest owners’' awareness
and strengthen the expertise of forestry professionals to ensure that nature management
methods are always part of everyday forestry. In the project training was provided for forestry
sector actors and implementers, and the development needs of services related to nature
management were investigated. You can read more (Only in Finnish): Monimetsa |

Metsakeskus

Towards strong sustainability forest services (VaKe): In the project a better balance is sought
between considering nature and forestry through solutions tailored to each forest owner. In
forest planning, a forestry professional and the forest owner jointly plan the use of forests
with the aim of making forest use more considerate of nature. The project investigates how a
forest planning process based on the concept of strong sustainability could work from the
perspectives of different stakeholders, and both current and new stakeholders are listened to
in the development process. The functionality of the process is also tested in practice when
forest planners from different organizations implement the planning process with forest
owners. You can read more: Towards strong sustainability forest services (VaKe) - UEFConnect

Continuous cover forestry aims to minimize disturbances by maintaining a forest canopy
throughout the management cycle. This approach relies on natural regeneration and reduces
the ecological impact of clear-cutting. While it offers many ecological and aesthetic benefits,
continuous cover forestry faces challenges because its use still remains marginal and cannot,
on its own, address all of the challenges of forest biodiversity: Continuous cover forestry
methods | Metsahallitus
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A bit unclear relationship with sustainability frameworks makes NBS a somewhat difficult

concept. At some points, the idea of NBS seems to follow the concept of strong sustainability,
for example, highlighting the ecological boundaries. At other points, the idea of NBS seems to
follow the traditional view of sustainability, which considers the ecological, social, and cultural
dimensions as equally important.

Stakeholder participation was another challenging issue when assessing forestry innovations
as NBSs. All NBS candidates had a clear predefined challenge to which they aimed to respond.
If we take a strong sustainability view for NBS and emphasize ecological outcomes, the METSO
program seems to be the only easily defined NBS in Table 1. The other NBS candidates in the
table share the same challenge but approach it at different levels.




A fundamental challenge in forestry, in relation to NBS, is that forestry itself fosters harmful
impacts on forest ecosystems. Overall, it is difficult to interpret forestry as an NBS as a whole,
particularly because current practices are not considered sustainable. However, it is possible
to make comparisons by evaluating practices against alternatives that could increase forest
diversity compared to the current situation. Clear examples of practices that fit the NBS
framework would be restoration efforts followed by forest protection. Another possibility
would be reforestation - the planting of trees in areas where forests have disappeared.
However, its ecological value depends on whether it creates diverse, natural-like forests
rather than monoculture plantations. Although practices like nature management, continuous
cover forestry, and natural disturbance emulation can be seen as steps toward a better
integration of humans and nature, their broader adoption and impact on societal perceptions
of forests remain limited.

In conclusion, to fully meet the idea of NBS, forestry innovations should move beyond
incremental improvements and challenge conventional approaches at both practical and
conceptual levels. NBS provides a high-level framework to assess practices, but determining
whether forestry qualifies as NBS remains difficult and context-dependent.



