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Operations in the Cases

• In short

• Logging is performed by o dual machine 
system with harvester and forwarder.system with harvester and forwarder.

• Pre commercial thinning is made by brush saw 
in motor manual operation.

• In addition to this special equipment is used 
for digging road building and biofuel harvest.



Transports in the Cases

• In short

• The dominating mean of transportation are made with road 
vehicles (60 ton trucks with crane) for transport inside and out 
of case study area and railways, mostly out of area. 

• Switches between road transport and rail are made at • Switches between road transport and rail are made at 
terminals. The wood is delivered to industries in Västerbotten 
and to industries outside - raw material driven case.

• Total volumes of wood and biofuel, means and distances 
shipped to individual industries for primary industrial use has 
been identified for 2005.







Processing Fine paper

(ton)

• Fine paper production 680000

• Uncoated 430000 63%

• Coated 250000 37%

• Uncoated - products 430000• Uncoated - products 430000

• office paper 240000 56%

• Statement of account, letter paper, etc 190000 44%

• Coated - products 250000

• Magazine, journals 225000 90%

• Brochure 25000 10%











First preliminary results obtained:

Scandinavian Case StudyScandinavian Case Study

EFORWOOD







Some results - economic



Some results - economic

Harvesting 

(II)

Hauling and 

Stacking (II) Transport (II) Sum (I)b

Total production costs [EUR/m³] 2,78 2,78 4,37 9,92

Production cost of material from 

FWC [EUR/m³] 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00

Raw material from outside FWC 

[EUR/m³] 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00

Labour cost [EUR/m³] 0,70 0,87 1,43 2,99Labour cost [EUR/m³] 0,70 0,87 1,43 2,99

Energy cost [EUR/m³] 0,56 0,47 1,14 2,17

Other productive cost [EUR/m³] 1,47 1,40 1,32 4,19

Non-productive cost [EUR/m³] 0,04 0,04 0,48 0,56

Production value [EUR/m³ub] 41,66 41,66 41,66 41,66

Net revenue [EUR/m³ub] 38,89 36,11 31,74 31,74

Transport road [ton*km] nn nn 5 478,1 5 478,1

Transport distance road (loaded 

incl. backhaul) [km/vehicle] nn nn 137,6 137,6

Transport distance road (loaded 

incl. backhaul) [km/m³ub] 2,9 2,9



Some results - social



Some results - social

Harvesting 

(II)

Hauling 

Stacking 

(II)

Transport 

(II) Sum (I)
Male persons employed [%] 90 90 81 86

Female persons employed [%] 10 10 19 14

Wages and salaries of male employees 

[EUR/m³] 0,42 0,52 0,85 1,79[EUR/m³] 0,42 0,52 0,85 1,79

Wages and salaries of female 

employees [EUR/m³] 0,38 0,47 0,78 1,63

Average wages & salaries per employee 

relative to country average [%] 52,3 59,2 52,3 54,6

Average wages & salaries per employee 

weighted by purchasing power parity 

[%] 64,4 72,8 103,1 80,1

Occupational non-fatal accidents 

[accidents/m³ub] 0,0000 0,0000 0,0000 0,0000

Occupational fatal accidents 

[accidents/m³ub] 0,0000 0,0000 0,0000 0,0000



Some results - environmental



Some results - environmental

Harvesting 

(II)

Hauling 

Stacking (II) Transport (II) Sum (I)

Energy use of renewable 

energy [MJ/m³ub] 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0

Energy use of non-renewable 

energy [MJ/m³ub] 22,9 19,1 37,1 79,1

Energy use of energy from the 

grid [MJ/m³ub] 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0

Greenhouse gas emission [kg of 

CO2-equiv./m³ub] 1,7 1,4 2,7 5,9



NORTHERN ToSIA 

Swedish Case StudySwedish Case Study

Tentative plans as discussed at kick-off meeting 

26-27 February 09 and follow up



Case study scope (tentative)

• Evaluating the effects on economical, 
environmental and societal values of forest 
management land use of the area used by Malå
Sami village. 

• Three different scenarios that affect forest • Three different scenarios that affect forest 
management in the area were discussed: 
1. Nature conservation (key habitats and protective 

areas), 

2. Reindeer husbandry and 

3. The synergies between reindeer husbandry and 
forest conservation.



System boundaries questions

• Should the value chain of  pulp wood be added? 

• What about the value added chain for reindeer 

husbandry? 

• Two options? • Two options? 

• 1. Narrow study variant without value chains. 

• 2. Another variant with the value chains from 

EFORWOOD and estimated for reindeers? 

• Could the value added  of reindeer production be 

assigned to the forest area?



Identification of Indicators 

• Several indicators to be used in Northern ToSIA 
for evaluating economic, environmantal and 
social impact of forestry and reindeer husbandry 
were discussed. 

• An indicator which reflects the marginal utility for • An indicator which reflects the marginal utility for 
increasing the area of reserved land was 
mentioned. 

• we should aim at a few indicators 

• The chosen indicators should be indicators easily 
collected for the area. 



Potential indicators:

• Economic:

GVA, production cost, total production

• Environmental:

GHG emissions, energy use, forest resources, presence 
of lichens, biodiversity (coarse dead wood of pine and of lichens, biodiversity (coarse dead wood of pine and 
spruce, share of set aside areas)

• Social:

Employment, Wages and Salaries, An indicator that 
reflects economic activity in the area (e.g. road net 
work and number of ICA and/or COOP food supplier)


